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Che Solicitors’ Journal. 


LONDON, NOVEMBER 27, 1875. 


CURRENT TOPICS. 


Ir 1s UNDERSTOOD that the Council of Legal Education 
are about to take advantage of the close of their three 
years’ experiment again to re-cast their scheme of 
instruction, and to revert in some measure to the original 
design. Four professorships are to be founded, with a 
salary of £1,000 a year, and it is‘understood that Mr. 
Joshua Williams, Q.C., Mr. Eddis, Q.C., Mr. Fitz-James 
Stephen, Q.C., and Sir Edward Creasy are to be the first 
professors. 





WE print in another column a full report of the inter- 
view of the deputation from the Justices’ Clerks’ Society 
with the Chancellor of the Exchequer on Monday last 
with reference to the alterations contemplated by 
the Treasury in the scale of fees to justices’ clerks. 
The Treasury are unable to see that to cripple the 
administration of justice throughout the country 
by rendering the position of justices’ clerk not 
worth the acceptance of competent persons is the very 
worst economy that can be practised, Thatthe adoption 
of the scale recently recomimended to the Warwickshire 
Quarter Sessions would have this effect, Mr. Ellett’s 
able statement seems to demonstrate. The existing scale 
was settled in 1859, after careful inquiry, and what ground 
can be allegedfor any change we are at a loss to imagine. 





Tux rEsutt of the provisions in the schedule to the 
Judicature Act of this year, placing the costs of appeals 
in the discretion of the court, has been very remarkable. 
Not only has the Court of Appeal, in both branches, 
repelled the discretion, and resolved upon the adoption of 
a general rule; but, reversing the former rule in both of 
the old intermediate appellate courts, it has resolved that, 
as regards all new appeuls, a successful appellant shall 
have his costs of appeal. And on Monday last the Chief 
Judge in Bankruptcy announced that (except in the case 
of appeals pending before the 1st of November) he in- 
tends to follow the same rule. It will be remembered 
that thelearned judge had previously (Hx parte Matthews, 
19 W. R. 1007) very unwillingly adopted the chancery 
rule, than which, he said, “a harder rule could not be 
conceived.” The Privy Council has long given a suc- 
cessful appellant his costs of appeal, and it now remains 
to be seen whether the House of Lords, by adopting 
@ similar practice, will render uniform the rule on this 
subject in all the Courts of Appeal. 





Turre 1s a very sound and healthy feeling against 
Washing dirty linen in public, and we cannot think that 
the discussion which has taken place during the week on 
the case of Perkins v. The Yorkshire Engine Company 
has done any great credit to any of the parties con- 
cerned. We should have been better pleased to have 
seen less personal feeling introduced into a matter in 
which, after all, the interests of justice should have been 
the prominent consideration, The facts are compara- 





tively simple. A case having been referred to arbitra- 
tion, the defendants and their witnesses, in the course of 
the arbitration, professed themselves convinced of the 
partiality of the arbitrator by reason of two circum- 
stances, one being that the leading counsel for the 
plaintiff and the arbitrator were, during the arbitration, 
staying together at the house of a friend, the other 
that the arbitrator had lunched at the plaintiffs 
expense on several occasions during the arbitration. 
The suggestion of corruption based upon these facts 
was obviously ridiculous, and Mr. Digby Seymour, 
Q.C., the defendants’ leading counsel, has been vehe- 
mently attacked for allowing himself to be made a 
vehicle for imputations based on such grounds as 
these. He, however, disclaimed in court the intention 
of conveying any reflection upon the plaintiff's counsel 
or the arbitrator. It seems to us that the more dignified 
course for the counsel for the plaintiff would have been 
to have accepted such disclaimer. The plaintiff's counsel, 
however, instead of doing so, treated the case as one in 
which the defendants’ counsel, however they might mask 
their designs, were really attacking his professional honour 
and that of the arbitrator. It is natural that a man of 
high status and integrity should be sensitive about his 
honour, but professional matters are always better treated 
from a business than a sentimental point of view. 
Professional men should not be too sensitive about their 
honour, just as a judge should not be too fussy about 
his dignity. Dignity, to reach its highest pitch, should 
be somewhat unconscious, and honour is more sacred 
if it is not too much the fashion to talk about it. We are 
bound to say that we think Mr. Digby Seymour's con- 
duct unfortunate. A courageous advocate, endowed with 
a rapid judgment as to the ultimate issues of different 
lines of conduct, being in his position, would have told his 
clients that their suspicions were either puerile or their 
conduct dishonest, and if they had persisted in the line 
they had adopted he would have declined to be their 
counsel any longer. But people do not always on the 
spur of the moment appreciate the full bearings of a 
case. It seems to us quite consistent with the 
facts that Mr. Seymour’s conduct was the result of a 
certain amount of weakness and want of determination 
and insight at amoment of sudden emergency. We do 
not think that, on the facts as before us, he is proved 
to be guilty of making a groundless charge against a 
brother counsel from corrupt motives. We do think, 
however, that he showed a great want of judgment in 
the way in which he regarded the case. It would have 
been a most lamentable precedent if a submission had 
been revoked under such circumstances as existed. Mr. 
Seymour, not only when he was placed in the position 
of having suddenly to choose his course in an 
emergency, but when he had had a long vacation 
to reflect in, came into court and suggested on behalf of 
his clients that, though there was no ground for any im- 
putation on the arbitrator, still the existence of a ground- 
less suspicion in the minds of the defendants was a suffi- 
cient reason for revoking the submission. We cannot 
acquit him of what, in our opinion, is a grave mistake of 
judgment in a matter affecting public justice, but we 
cannot see that we are entitled to convict him of what, 
unless we are very much mistaken, is the gravamen of 
Mr. Wills’ complaint against him, 





A pxctsion of some practical importance to licensing 
justices was given by the Queen’s Bench Division (Mel- 
lor, Quain, and Field, JJ.) on Monday last. By the Wine 
and Beerhouse Act of 1869, s. 8, licences for the sale of 
wine or beer to be drunk off the premises may not be 
refused except on one of four specified grounds. These 
are, (1) that the applicant has not proved his good 
character; (2) that the applicant’s house is of bad 
character; (3) that the applicant has already forfeited a 
previous licence ; and (4) that the applicant, or his house, 
is not duly qualified as by law required, in which latter 
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case the grounds of refusal are to be stated in writing. 
A Mr. Sykes, amongst other persons, applied for a licence 
to sell beer to be drunk off the premises, and produced 
evidence in support of the four qualifications specified by 
the Act of 1869. But the justices eventually refused all 
licences for the sale of liquor to be drunk off the pre- 
mises, and the licence of Sykes amongst the rest. 
Sykes applied that the ground of the refusal should be 
stated, but the justices declined to state any grounds. 
The view which the court would be inclined to take 
of the case was shadowed forth by the remark of the 
Lord Chief Justice of England in granting the rule nisi, 
“that the refusal of the justices to give reasons for their 
decision, whether justified in law or not, was an arbitrary 
and high-handed proceeding.” And now a mandamus 
has issued to the licensing justices of Huddersfield to 
hold an adjourned licensing meeting, for the purpose 
of hearing and determining the application of Mr. Sykes. 
We take the decision to be quite correct. It was well re- 
marked by Quain, J., that to decline to give reasons is to 
hamper an appeal, and although an appeal against the 
refusal of a new licence is taken away, it is preserved in 
the cases of refusals to renew. (See Licensing Act, 1872, 
s. 75; Act of 1828, s. 27.) It may be well to point out, 
however, that the case will have no application to the 
“general public-house licence” granted under the 
Licensing Act of 1828. The 8th section of the Act of 
1869 has a special application, and is confined to licences 
of the peculiar character therein mentioned, ¢.e., all 
licences for the sale of beer or wine to be drunk off the 
premises, and licenses for the sale of beer or wine to be 
drunk on the premises “ existing” in 1869. The 42nd sec- 
tion of the Act of 1872 requires, indeed, that objections to 
renewal shall not be entertained unless written notice of 
an intention to oppose has been served upon the licensee, 
but it provides expressly that, “subject as aforesaid, 
licences shall be renewed, and the powers and discretion 
of justices relative to such renewal shall be exercised as 
heretofore.” Now, as to general public-house licences, 
the law before 1872 knew no distinction between an old 
licence and a new one. New or renewed, this kind of 
licence is (subject to the requirements of the 42nd sec- 
tion of the Act of 1872) granted in the absolute ‘ discre- 
tion of the justices, and continues for one year, and no 
longer” (Act of 1828, ss. 1, 13). As to the rendering of 
reasons by justices, it was long ago said by Lord Mansfield, 
in R. v. Young (1 Burr. 556), that they ought to give rea- 
sons for refusing a licence, but, except in the peculiar 
cases coming within section 8 of the Act of 1869, there 
is no legal process (in the absence of a corrupt refusal) 
whereby they can be compelled to do so. 





Ow Fripay last week the Court of Appeal at Lincoln’s- 
inn, in Re The Anglo-Moravian-Hungarian Railway 
Company, laid it down in the clearest possible terms 
that, in the absence of any express agreement to 
the contrary, the solicitor of an official liquidator, 
and, indeed, of a liquidator under a voluntary liqui- 
dation, has,no right or claim against the liquidator 
personally for his costs of the winding up, but can only 
recover them out of the assets of the company, and that, if 
the assets are deficient, he must bear the loss. It 
was pointed out by Lord Justice Mellish that the position 
of a liquidator differs materially from that of a 
trustee in bankruptcy in this respect, that the assets of 
the company are not vested in the liquidator, but he is 
merely an officer of the court, or an agent of the company, 
for distributing them, and, in the absence of any express 
bargain, it must be assumed that the solicitor trusts only 
to the assets of the company for the payment of his 
costs. This point appears to have been decided before 
in Re Massey (18 W. R. 444, L. R. 9 Eq. 367), and 
in Re Trueman’s Estute (20 W. R. 700, L. R. 14 Eq. 
278); but this, we believe, is the first occasion in which 
the principle of these decisions has been expressly 
affirmed by the Court of Appeal. 





THE NEW PRACTICE. 


Summary.—One more attempt to restore the ancient 
sub-division of business has been defeated. The Lord 
Chancellor has very decisively intimated his intention 
that no order of transfer shall be made on the ground 
that an action assigned to the Chancery Division may be 
more conveniently tried by jury in one of the common 
law divisions (we suppose we must use this phrase in de. 
fault of a better). There was no reason, he said, why an 
action for damages should not be brought in the Ohancery 
Division as well as in any other. 

A step in the right direction towards solving the diffi. 
culty as to staying actions, has been taken by the Queen’s 
Bench Division, who have made an order for staying an 
action brought against a company in course of voluntary 
winding up. The step is not a long one; for even the 
Common Pleas Division did not question their power to 
stay the action, and here there was no winding-up petition 
pending. But the case, at all events, shows that the 
difficulty of finding out the terms on which actions 
should be stayed has not been deemed by the judges of the 
Queen’s Bench Division so stupendous as their brethren 
of the Common Pleas Division seemed to think it. 

Ord. 31, r. 1, enables the plaintiff at the time of deliver. 
ing his statement of claim, or at any subsequent time, 
to deliver interrogatories. Mr. Justice Lush has, however, 
read a lesson to a plaintiff who delivered interrogatories, 
in a simple action for rent, before the statement of de- 
fence had been delivered. ‘The learned judge adjourned 
an application to strike out the interrogatories until the 
defence had been delivered, and intimated his intention 
of striking them out with costs if they should then be 
found to be unnecessary. Parties, he said, “ must be 
taught not to take advantage of the provisions of the 
Act for the purpose of increasing costs.” 

A large part of the business at chambers has consisted 
of applications in pending business to proceed under the 
Judicature Acts, so as to obtain the advantage of a coune 
ter-claim. Mr. Justice Lush has several times intimated 
that, with reference to pending business, wherever there 
is bond fide ground for a cross-action, he will direct the 
new procedure to be adopted. 





OrrictaL Rergrees.—It will be remembered that the 
Judicature Act of 1873 imperatively requires that “ there 
shall be attached to the Supreme Court permanent officers, 
to be called official referees, for the trial of such questions 
as shall, under the provisions of the Act, be directed to 
be tried by such referees.” The number, qualifications, 
and tenure of office of the official referees are to be de 
termined by the Lord Chancellor, with the concurrence 
of the Presidents of Divisions of the High Court and with 
the sanction of the Treasury ; but the officers themselves 
are to be appointed by the Lord Chancellor. We have 
now nearly reached theend of the first month of the 
new practice but no appointment has yet been announced 
in pursuance of these provisions. In the meantimes 
large numberof references have been made—we have h 
the number estimated, on excellent authority, at forty at 
least. In all these cases the parties have a right to com- 
plain that, instead of having recourse to a tribunal paid 
by the Treasury, they have been compelled to find arbi 
trators paid by themselves. It would surely have been pow 
sible to havecompleted the arrangements atan earlier date. 
What these arrangements may be remains to be seen; 
but sinister rumours are afloat, indicating an intention 
to make the official referees a kind of reproduction of the 
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law masters. This cannot be too strongly pro- 


ated against. To do justice to suitors, and to make the 


gheme @ success, the official referees ought to be chosen 
from the best men at the bar. The salary of £1,500 a year, 

h it is understood the Treasury are prepared to 
pffer to the four official referees to be appointed, is cer- 
ginly inadequate to tempt the class of men who ought to 
ld the office. A salary of £2,500, with the prospect of 

otion, would probably enable the Chancellor to make 
his selection at pleasure. 





County Court Apprats.—The adventures of Mr. 
Byme in search of a court are no doubt in one point of 
sew rather comic, but in another they furnish food for 
gous consideration. They suggest the questions, first, 
ghether it is possible that learned judges deliver 

inions and give advice on the new practice without 
faking the trouble to read the provisions of the Judi- 
ature Acts relating to the matter before them, and, 
yext, why the necessary machinery has not been 

ided for hearing county court appeals? As we 
last week, a defendant in » county court 

ait for specific performance (Amies v. Clark) obtained 
fom Mr. Justice Lush at chambers leave to appeal to 
the divisional court, when constituted, with a week’s 
day of proceedings. It is fair to conjecture that the 
famed judge thus limited the stay of proceedings in 
the expectation that in the interval rules would be pub- 
lithed, and a divisional court for hearing these appeals 
would be constituted; but the event proved otherwise. 
Nodivisional court being constituted, the appellant was 
obliged, under the provision of the County Courts Act, 
1875, which limits the time for making the motion to 
tight days, to apply for a further stay of proceedings, 
md the application was granted, but for two days on > 
The situation thus becoming pressing, he betook him- 
lf to Vice-Chancellor Malins, who, under the old 
practice, would have heard the appeal; but that learned 
judge had no longer jurisdiction, and he referred the 
appellant to the Master of the Rolls. The Master of the 
Rolls said that he had no power to convene a divi- 
final court, and he is stated to have recommended the 
applicant to have the appeal heard before one of the 
wurts of the Divisions sitting at Westminster. We 
tm hardly understand how this advice could have 
ben given. The jurisdiction on appeals from county 
wurts is, by section 16 of the Judicature Act, 1873, 
rested in the High Court, and county court appeals 
being expressly excepted from the business assigned by 
section 34 to the Chancery Division, the result is 
that these appeals are not assigned to any divi- 
fim. But by section 45 they are to be heard “ by 
divisional courts of the said High Court of Justice, con- 
tisting respectively of such of the judges thereof as may, 
tom time to time, be assigned for that purpose, pursuant 
torules of court, or (subject to rules of court) as may 
les assigned, according to arrangements made for the 
purpose by the judges of the said High Court.” Surely 
itis obvious that the divisional court intended here is a 
court different from the ordinary courts of the divisions 
onstituted by the Act. The judges must be assigned 
forthe purpose. When the appellant betook himself to 
Westminster, the judges of the Common Pleas Division 
tightly declined to consider themselves as a proper divi- 
court for the purpose of hearing county court 
appeals, and advised him to apply to the judge sitting 
tchambers to hear the case, under the provision of the 
Gounty Courts Act, 1875, which enables the application 
tobe made, if the court to which the appeal lies be not 
titting, to “any judge of a superior court sitting in 
thambers;”’ but they added that of course they could 
Wt direct the learned judge to hearit. The profession 
May reasonably ask why this expense and annoyance to 
and uncertainty to practitioners has not been 
‘wided by the timely issue of rules, or by arrangements 





for assigning the judges of a divisional court to hear 
county court appeals ? 





Srrikinc out Cases. —There seems to be a good deal 
of hardship with regard to the management of the 
papers and business by the judges of the Queen’s Bench, 
Common Pleas, and Exchequer Divisions. Striking out 
cases when the counsel are not ready, when translated 
into plain English, means that a great wrong is, somehow 
or other, done to the suitors. If judges ure to be severe 
in this matter, and visit the laches of the counsel on the 
suitor’s head, it is incumbent on them to be exceptionally 
particular that the arrangements for the conduct of 
business are free from fair ground of complaint. It 
seems to us that there is a great want of certainty and 
regularity about judicial arrangements at present. A 
list of new trials is placed in the court, but it is often 
far from affording reliable information. A counsel 
knows that his case is a great way off on the list, and 
thinks himself safe. Aun announcement is, perhaps, 
made at the close of the day, when almost every one has 
left the court, that owing to some judicial arrangement 
one of the judges will be away from the court, and 
consequently his new trials will not betaken. This may 
not get into the newspapers next morning; the coun- 
sel’s clerk may not be in court, his case being far off, 
and no one else may convey the information. The 
result is that, by the climination of the intermediate 
cases, his case is brought so much nearer that it may be 
reached next day in his absence. In the Common 
Pleas Division on Wednesday the Lord Chief Justice’s 
cases were postponed en bloc because he was not there, 
while Mr. Justice Brett’s cases and other judges’ cases 
were taken in their absence. There may have been some 
reason for this of which we are unaware, but it looks 
like an absence of a fixed and consistent rule on the 
subject, which seems very undesirable. It is surely of 
the greatest importance that the paper should be gone 
through regularly, and without jumping backwards and 
forwards, and that everything material to enable counsel 
to know where they stand should, as far as possible, 
appear on the face of the paper? It is very unsatis- 
factory that arrangements made at the last moment by 
the judges, and very insufficiently published, should 
affect the order of business as appearing on the court 
lists. We must add that we see no reason why the 
expedient of having a list for the day in the new trial 
and special papers should not be tried. Having a 
general list subject to constant fluctuations by reason of 
temporary arrangements is an undesirable combination 
of the two systems. 


Tue Micwartmas Sirtixcs.—It is now well under- 
stood that the Michaelmas sittings of the Chancery 
Division of the High Court will be continued from the 
30th of November, the date mentioned at the foot of the 
present sittings paper, up to the 21st of December, a 
day or two before the Christmas vacation. It could 
hardly be expected that this should be otherwise, having 
regard to ord. 61, r. 1, but a fond hope has been 
entertained by divers hard-worked members of the 
bar and officers of the courts that, after all, some means 
might be found for providing, as heretofore, the welcome 
interval of a few days between the sittings. This hope 
found utterance last week in an earnest appeal to Vice- 
Chancellor Hall by a leading counsel, who stated that, in 
order to make themselves thoroughly acquainted with 
their cases, he and his brethren had to work early and 
late, and the longer sittings, especially the sittings after 
Christmas, were of such duration that without some 
break, either by a short adjournment or by rising one 
hour earlier every day during the week, it would be 
scarcely possible that full justice should be done to the 
interests of suitors. The learned judge bent a favourable 
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ear to the supplication, and intimated that although the 
view of the Lord Chancellor was that the sittings must 
be continued until the 21st of December, there was 
nothing to prevent each individual judge from adjourn- 
ing his court for a few days for any sufficient reason ; 
and among sufficient reasons he would be prepared to 
consider any general desire of the leading counsel prac- 
tising before him to have such an adjournment for the 
purpose of preparing their cases, and thus, in facilitating 
the transaction of business, promoting the interests of 
the public. We helieve, however, that up to the present 
time no mode of meeting this objection has been announced 
by the learned judge. Vice-Chancellor Bacon has inti- 
mated his intention of relieving his bar by devoting 
one week, at the close of the present sittings, to bank- 
ruptcy business. 





Stamps on Brizrs.—The scale of fees to be taken 
under the Judicature Act, 1875, contains some fees 
never before paid by suitors, and also some fees of 
increased amount; but there is one fee, at least, 
omitted which has heretofore been payable, namely, 
the 5s. stamp on the brief of counsel attending the 
common law judge at chambers. Mr. Justice Lush, 
on being appealed to a few days ago as to the necessity 
of putting the stamp on counsel’s briefs, said thathe should 
not enforce its payment. We are informed that 
his lordship has since directed that, in cases in which 
the writ was issued before the lst of November, a stamp 
is to be placed upon counsel’s brief, but that in all other 
cases no stamp is required. 





Tue Cavse Lists or THE Cuancery Diviston.—The 
Master of the Rolls has heard nearly all the causes re- 
maining in his list except those specially appointed. He 
will, however, not lack work during the present sittings, 
for there are causes appointed for almost every open 
day to the end of that period. Several of these are very 
heavy, and in most of them the oral evidence of wit- 
nesses will be taken. Vice-Chancellor Malins has a 
large number of causes undisposed of, including many 
heavy causes appointed for particular days. The paper 
of Vice-Chancellor Bacon contains about a score of 
causes ready for hearing. That of Vice-Chancellor 
Hall does not indicate that at present the learned judge 
will be short of work. 





CASES OF THE WEEK. 


TRANSFER OF AcTION.—On Thursday, the 25th of Nov- 
ember, an application, under ord. 51, was made to the Lord 
Chancellor to transfer an action (Cannot v. Morgan), which 
was commenced on the 11th of November in the Chancery 
Division of the High Court, from that division to the 
Queen’s Bench Division. The indersement on the writ 
stated that the plaintiff's claim was for damages for an 
alleged unt ue representation made by the defendants to the 
plaintiff. Two reasons for making the transfer were as- 
signed. First, that the action, being a simple one for 
damages, was one which ought to be tried by a jury, and 
would be more conveniently tried in the Queen’s Bench 
Division than in the Chancery Division. The other ground 
was this :—In February, 1875, the plaintiff had commenced 
an action in the Court of Queen’s Bench against the de- 
fendants in respect of the same matter. On the 30th of 
October be discontinued that action on the ordinary terms 
of paying the coste, and, according to the old practice of 
the common law courts, until he had paid the costs of the 
discontinued action, the defendants would have been entitled 
t en order to stay the proceedings inany other action he 
might commence against them in respect of the same 
matter. Those costs had not been paid. ‘The 
Lord Chancellor ssid that under the present practice 
there was no reason why an action for damages should not 
be brought in the Chancery Division as well as in any other, 








and it could be tried with a jury in any division. Toty 
for the action on any such ground as this would amount 
imposing a fetter upon the right given by ord. 5, r. 4, tog 
plaintiff to select the division in which he will comy 
his action. The second ground alleged for the 
might be a very good reason for applying to the 
Division to stay the proceedings in the action until 
costs in the former action had been paid, but it affords) 
no reason for making the transfer which was asked for, 


APPEAL FROM REFuSAL OF EX PARTE APPLICATION.) 
Monday, November 22, the Court of Appeal at Weg. 
minster reversed a decision of the Common Pleas Divigio, 
on an ex parte motion (under ord. 58, r. 10) on the part of 
the defendants in the case of Sharrock v. The London ay 
North. Western Railway Company. The application, ag qo 
mentioned last week, was attempted to be made before thy 
Lincoln’s-inn Division of the court, but could not ty 
heard, owing to the iuterest in the defendant Company 
held by the learned judges. The motion was for an onde 
calling on the county court judge of Carlisle to shop 
cause why he should not sign and settle an appeal cage, 
The judgment of the county court judge was for a gp 
exceeding £20. The Common Pleas Division jp. 
quired into the circumstances of the case and refused thy 
order, on the ground that, as they thought from the stat. 
ments of the defendants’ counsel that the appeal, if brought 
before them, would be dismissed, they had a discretionary 
power to refuse the order. It was now pointed out 
Hirschell, for the appellants, that the Legislature, when 
lowing appeals from county courts, gives a right of appall 
where the judgment is for more than £20, and directs thet 
when the parties cannot agree on the case on appeal, the judg 
shall settle and sign the case. The statute giving the powerts 
grant a rule such as was here asked tor only says thi 
the court may grant a rule, and that rule is in substitatig 
for a writ of mandamus, as to which there would 
power to exercise discretion, but it was urged that whe 
the rule asked for was to comeel a man to do somethiy 
which a statute says that he shall do, the word “ may” 
the statute giving power to grant the rule cannot be reads 
giving any discretion, and in any otber view it would mak 
the power of appeal in cases over £20 not a right, buts 
matter subject, to some extent at least, to the discretim 
of the judge appealed from. ‘The court, putting by the 
point (as to which there appeared to be a difference 
opinion among the learned judges) whether there was amy 
power to go into the probable results of appeal, as th 
Common Pleas Division had done, decided that there 
prima facie grounds for supposing the appeal would & 
substantiated, and they therefore reversed the decision 
the court below. 


County Court Apprats.—On Wednesday, November 
24, Byrne applied to the Master of the Rolls as tos 
county court appeal, that a time might be fixed for th 
hearing before a divisional court. The Master of the B 
in stating his own inability to hear the appeal as a gi 
judge, expressed his conviction that he should never 
able to take part in a divisional court, as, when he is 
engaged in his own work, he will be sitting in the 4 
Court. His lordship also pointed ont that divisi 
courts of the Common Law Divisions are continually sitting, 
and are perfectly competent to take county court app 
and he recommended Byrne to apply to one of these. 
the same day Byrne applied to the Common Pleas Divisis 


to hear the appeal. The court (Grove, Archibald, a 


pening ot of .) expressed their opinion that as no divi 
court been appointed for county court appeals, 
proper course was to apply to Mr. Justice Lush to hear ti 
appeal, as the County Court Act, 1875, directs tht 
when no divisional court appointed for hearing 
court appeals is aiing, the application is to be made tots 
judge sitting at chambers ; but they added that they 

not of course direct Mr. Justice Lush to take any p 
course in the matter. 


Leave To AppeaL.—With regard to section 49 of 
Julicature Act, 1873, which enacts that no order of 
High Court as to costs only, which by law are left ## 
discretion of the court, shall be subject to any appeal 
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cept by leave of the court or judge making such order, the 
of the Rolls held, on Monday, November 22, in the 
eqse of Walsh v. Bishop of Lincoln, that the application for 
Jeave to appeal need not be made at the time of the making 
of the order to be appealed from. : 


ere 


Jompzr or Causes or Action.—Ord. 17, r. 2, provides 
tbat no cause of action shal], unless by leave of the court 
orajudge, be joined with an action for the recovery of land, 
except the claims therein mentioned. An example of a 
caso in which this leave will be granted occurred in the 
court of Vice-Chancellor Hall on Wednesday, November 24, 
when an application was made to his lordship for leave to 
join two causes of action in an action of Whetstone v. 
Dewis. The object of the action was to determine the 
construction of a gift over, comprising both real and personal 
estate, which went together under the limitations of the 
gil. The applicant proposed to indorse his writ with (1) 
sclaim for the administration of the personal estate, and (2) 
aclaim to establish the title to the real estate. The Vice- 
Chancellor was of opinion that the second claim was 
andoubtedly for the recovery of land within the terms of 
the order ; and held that it was a proper case for the two 
causes of action to be joined. 


Revivine Penprxa Suit.—Vice-Chancellor Hall was 
applied to on Thursday, November 25, by motion ex parte, 
ina cause of Crane v. Loftus, for direction as to the mode of 
reviving a pending suit which had been heard under the 
old tice. Counsel said that the matter was important 
in this respect: that under the old practice an ordinary 
fide-bar order only was necessary, whereas under ord. 50, 
t, 4, he apprehended there must be an application to the 
hnige in court. When applications were intended to be 

le in chambers, this was expressly mentioned in the 
orders. His lordship directed the suit to be revived by the 
@ommon order under the old practice, and intimated that 
in cases falling under the new procedure he was not pre- 
pared to encourage the making of such applications as the 
present in court. [See Judicature Act, 1873, s. 39.] 


Srayine Actions.—On Monday, November 22, in the 
Queen’s Bench Division, the question which recently came 
before the Court of Common Pleas in the case of Kingchurch 
y. The People’s Garden Company, came before Mellor, 
Quain, and Field, JJ., in a case of Walker v. The 
Banaghar Distillery Company. The defendant company 
is being wound up voluntarily. On October 6 notice 
was given of the first meeting of creditors. On the 
18th the first meeting took place, at which the plain- 
tiff attended as a creditor, and voted in favour of the 
liquidation. On the 19th notice was given of a general 
meeting to confirm the resolution for winding up passed at 
the previous meeting. On the 22nd the plaintiff issued his 
writ in this action, for “‘ money paid,” and on November 5 
the resolution to wind up the company was duly confirmed. 

s White now moved for an order to restrain the ac- 
tion under tho 138th section of the Companies Act, 1862, 
and section 24, sub-section 5, of the Judicature Act, 1873. 
The court, observing that this was the same question as 
that on which the Court of Common Pleas and the Master 
ofthe Rolls had differed, at once made the order. 


Morton ror Jupamznt.—In answer to an application 

- sserwong the Lord Chief Baron announced, on Thursday, 

18, that motions for judgment under ord. 40, 

tr, 4, 5, and 6—-i.c., where the motion is ¢x parte for au order 

to show cause—should be made upon ordinary motion days. 

other oases where (ord. 40, r. 2) leave is reserved, or 

40, r, 3) the judge has abstained from diredting any 

t—i.e., where notice is to be given to the opposite 

» Who shows cause in the firet instance—the case 
put into the New Trial paper. 


Equirasie Derence 1n Eyxctment.—In the case of Von 
v. Smith, an action of ejectment, tried before Mr. Baron 
well on Saturday, November 20, a queation arose as 
tothe right of the defendant, under ord. 19, r. 15, to set 
an equitable defence and counter-claim. The facta of 
case were shortly as follows:—In May, 1873, an 





agreement was entered into between the plaintiff and the 
defendant, under which a lease of the plaintiff's premises 
for twenty-one years was to be granted to the defendant, 
he on his part undertaking to repair. The defendant 
entered into possession and regularly paid his rent, but 
upon the lease being tendered to him for execution he de- 
clined to execute it. The plaintiff thereupon, before 
November 1, brought this action of ejectment, upon which 
the defendant filed a bill in chancery for specific perform- 
ance of the agreement for the lease against the plaintiff, 
alleging, moreover, that the plaintiff, at the time of enter- 
ing into that agreement, had orally promised to repair a 
certain wall, and that he had refused todoso. The de- 
fendant applied at chambers, under the above-mentioned 
rule, for leave to set up an equitable defence and counter- 
claim. He obtained leave to set up such a defence at the 
trial if the judge who tried the case should allow it. Ac- 
cordingly, at the trial the defendant’s counsel asked leave 
to set up the equitable defence and counter-claim, urging 
that this being an action of ejectment in which, under the 
old procedure, there were no pleadings, he had been unable 
to set up the defence before. The plaintiff contended, 
however, that the Judicature Acts were not i 
and, therefore, as the writ was issued before the Acts came 
into operation, the defendant ought not to be allowed to 
set up the equitable defence. Mr. Baron Bramwell refused 
to allow the defendant to set up the defence and counter- 
claim. It was clear, he said, that the Acts were not retro- 
spective ; and, moreover, even if he had the power, which 
he did not think he had, to let in such a defence, he should 
refuse, in the exercise of his discretion, to doso. The 
plaintiff had brought his action under the old system, and 
it would be most unjust to him if he were now to be met 
by a defence under the new procedure. 








THE PARTITION ACT, 1868. 


A very important decision by the Master of the Rolls on 
the Partition Act, 1868, is reported in a recent issue of the 
Week ty Reporter, under the name of Drinkwater v. Raé- 
cliffe (23 W. R. 25). The pith of the case is, that in a 
partition suit, any party interested is entitled to a de- 
cree for sale, unless some other party undertakes at the 
hearing to purchase his share. The 5th section is that 
which is said to confer this right on a part-owner. The 
reasoning is this:—The 3rd section gives the court 
power to sell, at the request of any interested psrson, if 
the court is of opinion that a sale will be more beneficial 
than a partition; the 4th section orders the court to sell, 
when a moiety in value of the owners apply for a sale, 
unless reason is shown to the contrary; the 5th section, 
therefore, in giving the court power to sell, on the re- 
quest of any party unless some one else will buy, must 
apply to cases where neither the 3rd section nor the 4th 
would apply, that is to say, where the court has no 
reason to think a sale will be more beneficial than a 
partition, and the party applying owns less than a 
moiety of the property. So far we go with this 
reasoning, and we also agree that the 5th section isa 
new power, and is not a limitation on the 3rd and 4th 
sections, as, in Pemberton v. Barnes (19 W. R. 988, L. R. 
6 Ch. 685), Lord Hatherley supposed it to be. 

But Sir George Jessel goes on te say, that a party who 
comes within the 5th section is entitled to a sale unless some 
one else gives an undertaking to buy, and makes it clear 
that he means this to be taken literally by showing that, 
on the facts before him, the parties applying for a sale 
were entitled to less than a moiety, and the other part- 
owner, in consequence of her being a married woman, 
could not give a valid undertaking to buy, adding, 
“therefore, under the 5th section, the parties applying 
are entitled to a sale." We cannot think that this con- 
struction of the section accords with either the intention 
of the Legislature or the real meaning of the words. 
Indeed, we should have thought that the facts of the 
recent case would have shown the court that this 
could not be the true construction, To put anybody 
who owns, say, nine-tenths of the property, and who 
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happens to be under disability, at the mercy of the owner 
of the other tenth, as to whether there shall be a sale or 
not, is surely a strange provision. It seems to us that 
the very position of the section argues against the recent 
construction of it. For, taking the three sections to- 
, they would read in this i manner :— 
3) The court may sell when it has come to the con- 
clusion that a sale is more beneficial for the parties than 
a partition; (4) the court shall sell if the owners of half 
request a sale, and the other owners cannot show cause 
against if; (5) the court shall sell at the request of any 
owmer, unless the others buy his share. 

Moreover, the recent judgment neglects altogether the 
words “the court may, if it thinks fit.’ In the previous 
section the words were, “the court shall, unless it sees good 
reason to the contrary” ; and the change to the more discre- 
tionary form must not be overlooked. It seems to us that 
the framers of the Act never intended to confer any- 
thing like an absolute right to a sale under the 5th 
section; but rather that they contemplated cases, 
coming not altogether within the 3rd or the 4th 
section, yet where, having regard to all the special 
circumstances of the case, it would be the duty of 
the court to consider whether a sale should not be had, 
or at least to give the party applying for a sale some re- 
lief against possible hardships arising out of a partition. 
In other words they thought that although an owner of 
less than a moiety might not be able to show that a sale 
would be more beneficial for the parties (t.e., all the par- 
ties) than a partition, yet it might, on the whole, be 
more just and equitable to order a sale than a parti- 
tion. Take asimple instance: The owner of a third of 
a farm is going abroad; the owner of the other two 
thirds is himself a farmer, and up to the date of the suit 
has been tenant of the entirety ; the intending emigrant 
wants a sale, the farmer wants a partition. What 
could be fairer than to say in such a case, the farmer 
may take the share at a valuation, or else submit to a 
sale, with leave under the 6th section to bid for the 
whole? In the recent case the judge was of opinion 
that, independently of the 5th section, a sale ought to be 
decreed under the 3rd section, so that his strong expres- 
sion of opinion as to the meaning of the former section 
was not absolutely necessary to his decision. This fact 
renders his opinion of rather less weight, and whether 
this be so or not, the point cannot be considered as 
settled until it is dealt with in some future case by the 
Court of Appeal. 








QUARTER SESSIONS CHAIRMEN. 


Tuere is an impression abroad that before very long 
some proposal will be made to improve the administra- 


tion of justice at quarter sessions. The present 
arrangement is nowhere entirely satisfactory, and 
in many places and on many occasions it amourts to 
nothing less than a grave social scandal. We do not say 
that frequent injustice is done to prisoners, but we do 
allege that it is very possible for an innocent man to be 
convicted at quarter sessions through the incompetence 
of the chairman. No doubt a considerable safeguard 
against the occurrence of this calamity is to be found in 
the fact that people are not, as a general rule, proceeded 
against for crimes unless they are guilty, and that 
if the evidence is weak juries usually perceive that it is 
so although the chairman cannot. It is obvious, how- 
ever, that the fact that mischief is not very often done 
is a very bad reason for retaining an incompetent 
tribunal. In simple cases any honest court will come to 
a right conciusion, but the reason for having competent 
tribunals is precisely to secure that in exceptional cases 
there may be no risk, or, at all events, the minimum of 
risk, of failure of justice. 

There is, besides, another important consideration to 
which we have before adverted. It is not sufficient 
merely that guilty persons should be convicted and 





———_. 
punished. This ought to be done in such a way as to 
command the assent of the community and impress their 
feelings in favour of the law and against crime. Ip 
order to this it is most essential that the judge should 
appear judicial and impartial. The capital fault of 
many chairmen of quarter sessions is the feeble virulence 
with which they press the charge against the prisoner, 
The idea of many a country lout, after hearing a trial at 
quarter sessions, must be that the magistrates ang 
policemen are merely officers of different rank in the 
same department, the object of both alike being the con. 
viction of prisoners. 

Besides the possibility of injustice to the prisoner, 
there are other aspects in which the incompetence of the 
non-professional chairman becomes important. First, we 
think that in many cases guilty persons escape by reason 
of the inability of the chairman to point out to the jury 
effectively the fallacies of able defending counsel, or t 
control the prejudices natural to uncultivated minds 
which the defence has endeavoured to excite. A com. 
petent professional judge can generally insure a convic. 
tion when the evidence justifies it, without any appear. 
ance of animus against the prisoner. The reason 
chairmen of quarter sessions are so often led into the 
appearance of pressing the case against the prisoner is, 
that they feel that the monstrous suggestions made by the 
defence ought not to succeed, and that the prisoner ought 
to be convicted somehow, but they cannot reason and 
argue like a man professionally used to the art of 
advocacy, and so their summing up, when analyzed, 
comes to little more than reading the evidence through, 
and diversifying that somewhat tedious process by telling 
the jury from time to time, more or less plainly, and with 
more or less vehemence, that they ought to convict the 
prisoner. The result often is that the jury will not be 
driven, although they might have been led, and they ac 
quit the prisoner when the case is in reality absurdly 
clear. 

When any legal question crops up in the course of 4 
criminal trial or in an appeal, the inferiority of the tri- 
bunal in knowledge to the practitioners before it leads 
to absurdity and injustice. Some chairmen of quarter 
sessions have never been known to venture on any re 
mark to counsel arguing a legal point before them. 
They dare not. They can only sit and listen with as 
great an appearance of wisdom as they can assume, and 
when both sides have finished their arguments deliver 
their opinion oracularly one way or the other, without 
giving any reasons for it. 

One of the principal causes of the appointment of im 
competent chairmen is that the selection ie inevitably, 
from the nature of the institution, more largely governed 
by social reasons than it ought to be. The chairman 
of quarter sessions must be a gentleman to whom the 
other magistrates are, in a social point of view, willing 
give precedence and pre-eminence. Fitness is not the 
sole, or even the principal, consideration. Suppose 
that one member of the bench happens to have 
been a country solicitor, of large experience and know- 
ledge of the world, but not of large estates or of old 
family, and the other magistrates are men of old county 
families, or territorial magnates, or clergymen. The sdli- 
citor might be by far the best chairman, but we venture 
to say he would not be selected ; a clergyman would stand 
a better chance. ‘This at once shows the difficulty of 
system of unpaid magistracy, the qualification being 
or territorial status. It is in truth a@ survival in om 
country of the practice of early times, when the line of 
demarcation between the province of the judge and othet 
provinces of public life was not so distinct as it now is, 
and the administration of justice was not so purely the 
function of a professional man solely devoted to that oné 
function. In our opinion the time has come when the 
fact that a tribunal capable of inflicting very long terms 
of penal servitude is often presided over by a co 
gentleman without technical knowledge or legal learning, 
and often of very third-rate capacity, should be recog 
nized as an anomaly and a scandal, 
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If any one thinks we speak too strongly we could refer 
him to a county in which there are three chairmen of 
sessions not one of whom during a criminal trial 
ever tukes a single note of the evidence as it comes from 
the mouths of the witnesses. They underscore the 
itions as the witness makes a statement more or 
Jess nearly corresponding to the deposition. Consequently, 
it frequently happens that much that the witnesses have 
not said before the jury is read in the summing up, and if 
any question arises as to any discrepancy between the 
witness’s statement before the magistrates and at the 
tria] there is no accurate record of the latter. The idea 
that in a criminal trial, involving, perhaps, a serious 
charge of felony, there should be no record whatever of 
the evidence seems to us absolutely shocking. The 
remedy for the present state of things, as we have before 
said, is, in our opinion, the general appointment of paid 
professional chairmen of quarter sessions, with an 
enlargement of the jurisdiction of those courts, so as 
to relieve the judges of assize of all but the most serious 
charges. 











Rebhtews. 
THE JUDICATURE ACTS. 


Tae Supreme Court or Jupicaturs Acts, 1873-5, anD 
tHe Rutes or Court anp Forms, wira Norges. By 
Morcan Luioyp, Esq., M.P., one of her Majesty’s 
Counsel. Daldy, Isbister, & Co. 


Mr. Lloyd’s book differs from those we have previously 
noticed in presenting the Acts in a consolidated form, 
the sections of the Act of 1875 being either given in 
place of the repealed sections of the Act of 1873, or 
inserted after provisions on the same subject in that 
Act. This renders the book a useful guide to the 
reader who wishes to obtain a connected view of the 
recent legislation, but we doubt whether the arrangement 
will be convenient to the practitioner who desires to 
refer as speedily as possible to a particular section of the 
Acts. It should be stated, however, that Mr. Lloyd 
gives a table of contents containing a reference to the 
page at which each section is to be found. The book 
opens with an introduction which strikes us as being too 
meagre to afford much assistance to the reader. The 
notes to the Acts are sensible and generally accurate ; 
they do not usually affect to deal with difficulties which 
may arise, but often sum up in a series of terse proposi- 
tions the practical effect of many sections relating to the 
same subject— see, for example, the statement, on p. 59, 
of theresult of the provisions relating to transfer of actions. 
At page 7 Mr. Lloyd gives an explanation, which we 
have not before seen, of the way in which the mysterious 
words in section 3 of the Act of 1875—“ the Lord Chan- 
cellor shall not be deemed to be a permanent judge of 
that court ’—came to be inserted. 

“Tn the Bill when introduced, the limit of twenty-one 
judges was retained, and as it was intended that limit should 
be exclusive of the Lord Chancellor, it was proposed to de- 
clare that the section should be read as if, instead of the 
words, ‘‘ the permanent number of judges of the said High 
Court,” there were inserted the words, ‘‘the number of per- 
manent judges of the said High Court,’’ and that in the con- 
struction of the said section ‘‘the Lord Chancellor should be 
deemed not to be a permanent judge.” But now that the 
limit has been repealed, those words appear to have no prac- 
tical effect, and were probably lett in the Bill without any 
Special object.” 

We note an occasional tendency to incautious statement 
—e.g.,at p. 22 Mr. Lloyd confidently affirms that the 
exception of Scotland and Ireland in the 18th section of 
the Common Law Procedure Act, 1852, is still in force ; 
and on p. 29 he broadly states that “the old practice 
must also still be followed in proceedings on petition in 
the Chancery Division,” apparently overlooking the fact 
that many of the rules of pleading in ord. 19 are appli- 





aad 
cable to petitions. The notes on the rules seem less:¢om-  ~ 
plete than those on the Acts, and we often miss the cross 
references which are of so much value to the practitioner. 
Mr. Lleyd, however, has affixed a marginal mote to each 
rule, and he gives, either in the proper places under the 
sections or in the appendix, all the incorporated legisla- — 
tion. The type of the book is excellent, and the index, 
though not very full, is intelligently constructed. 


















Tue Supreme Court or Jupicarure Acrs, 1873 anp 18758 
ToceTuer wiTu THE Ruies or CopRr AND Forms, Norms, 
anpD Copious Inpex. By W. A. Honpswortu, Bi f 
at-Law. George Routledge & Sons. 


This is an edition of the Acts and rules clearly printed 
in a very compact and convenient size, Mr, Holdswa 
prefixes an introduction containing a summary. of 
Acts and rules, section by section, and order. by order, © 
cannot think that this can be useful, but. many of 
notes are likely to be so; we must make an 
tion, however, with reference to a note on p. 22 to 
25, sub-section 2, of the Act of 1873, in which Mr. He 
worth tells us that “ heretofore a trustee might acquire @ 
title against his cestui que trust by lapse of time, sup- 
posing that there had been no recognition of the title of 
the cestui que trust during the peried of limitation ap- 
plicable to the case.’’ This will be novel information to ~ 
persons familiar with the rules of equity and the provi- © 
sions of statute 3 & 4 Will. 4, c. 27, s. 25. But we 
incline to think that this statement must have slipped in ~ 
by inadvertence, for the notes in general, though umpre- - 
tentious, seem to be careful. The index is copious, but, - 
we think, errs on the side of too long sub-headings, not 
alphabetically arranged—see, for instance, “ trial,’ the 
sub-headings to which occupy over a page. The value 
of the work for reference would be increased by placing 
the number of the section, or order and rule, in bold 
figures at the head of the margin. 



















































Queries an the Pew Practice. 


Section 34 oF THE JupiIcaTURE Act, 1873. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—I am not aware of any public notice having been 
taken of two or three matters which seem fairly open to 
criticism in the 3rd sub-section of the 34th section of the 
Judicature Act, 1875—the sub-cection, that is, by which the 
exclusive jurisdiction of the Chancery Division is defined and 
the limits thereof are set forth in detail. 

In “ the redemption or foreclosure of mortgages ” the word 
‘* mortgages ” is, I apprehend, used in its widest sense, and 
is intended to include equitable charges as well as legal 
mortgages, although in the next two lines we have “ the 
raising of portions or other charges on land” and ‘‘ any lien 
or charge”’ on property, expressions which might be taken 
as restricting the meaning of ‘‘ mortgages”’ previously used. 

Then as to trusts. They are described as charitable and 
private, a division of the subject which, even if it exhausts it 
practically, does not logically do so, be*ause it is a mere ac- 
cident that the only public trusts enforced are charitable 
trusts. 

The treatment, however, of specific performance is per- 
haps the most unfortunate in this sub-section. It assigns 
to the Chancery Division ‘‘ All causes and matters for the 
ee performance of contracts between vendors and pur- 
chasers of real estates, including contract: for leases.” 

Passing by the verbal critivism that the court does not 
specifically perform contracts, but compels the parties to do 
so; that the words ‘‘ contracts between vendors and pur- 
chasers of real estates” do not necessarily exclude other 
contracts between them beside those of sale and purchase ; 
and tha’, according to the strict grammatical construction, 
the contracts for leases referred to are only those between 
vendors and purchasers of real estate, I take a more substan- 
tial objection in this—that contracts for the sale and pur- 
chase of leaseholds (which are certainly not real estates) are 
left out altogether. 
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Then, again, the words exclude the large class of cases 
in which specific performance of contracts for the sale of 
shares and other personal property ofa special kind have been 


Lastly, the sub-section only secures to the Chancery Division 
**the partition of real estate” and not the partition of lease- 
holds, which has always been exercised on the same principle, 
and in the same manner, as that of realty. 

Lincoln’s-inn, Nov. 24. Henry W, May. 








General Carrespanvence. 


Tuer Cocnry Courts. 
[2 the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 

Bir,—The County Courts Act, 1875, combined with the sec- 
tionsof the Judicature Acts affecting these courts, will probably 
muth inerease their business. I consider it, therefore, most de- 
sirable that the profession should take some decided action to 
test the legality of trade society clerks acting for their sub- 
soribers on the issue of summonses. 

It is now illegal for any one to act or hold himself out in 

way asa solicitor unless duly certificated, and a fine of 
£10 can be imposed by justices. This is generally understood 
to be only applicable to appearance in court, but I submit that 
the issue of the summons or the process in a county court 
ean only be legally done by the creditor personally at the 
office, or possibly by a clerk in his exclusive employment, and 
by solicitors, and therefore not by the various trade societies 
for 2 commission on the result. 

If this is not so, there is an end of the legal monopoly for 
which the profession is heavily taxed. At last, after an 
interval of nearly thirty years, a scale of costs between £2 and 
£20 has been issued, and solicitors practising in the county 
courts are limited to the very moderate sums claimed as well 
between solicitor and client as between party and party. 
This is avery serious question, especially for the younger 
members of the profession, and much as the system of com- 
missions on debts recovered is condemned, should the present 
practice of the trade societies and accountants be held legal, 
I see no other remedy than resorting to this mode of business 
by solicitors, and joint action is certainly desirable if practica- 

le. G. Mantey WETHERFIELD. 

1, Gresham-buildings, Nov. 24. 





CoMMISSIONERS TO ADMINISTER OATHS. 
[Zo the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal, } 


Sir,—Can you inform me whether Iam in a position to 
awear oaths in the Chancery Division of the High Court ? 

I was a commissioner for taking affidavits in the Queen’s 
Bench, Common Pleas, and Exchequer, but not a commis- 
sioner for administering oaths in chancery. 

This question is sorely exercising many members of the 
profession, all of whom, nearly, argue according to their 
interest. W. Burainag, Jan. 

Wellington, Somerset, Nov. 24. 

[There can be no doubt that under section 82 of the 
Judicature Act, 1873, our correspondent, having been a 
commissioner to administer oaths in the Queen’s Bench, 
Common Pleas, and Exchequer, is now entitled to ad- 
minister oaths in all proceedings in any division of the 
High Court. See the subject fully discussed in 19 Soxict- 
Tors’ JovRNAL, 929—Ep. 8S. J.] 








Sir Jobn Holker’ and Mr. Hardinge Giffard, Q.C., were 
sworn in on Thursday morning, as Attorney and Solicitor- 
General. 

The East Anglian Daily Times refers to a rumour that 
Viscount Barrington is to be raised to the Upper House, in 
order that a seat may be found for Mr. Hardinge Giffard, 
the new Solicitor-General, at Eye. 


It is stated that Mr. Granville Harcourt Vernon, the late 
Official Principal of the Chancery of York, by deed, dated 
the 30th ult. Uiled in the registry of the province of York), 
has resigned his office. Under section 7 of the Public 
Worship Act, 1874, the Public Worship Judge becomes 
ez officio the official principal. 





—_—— 
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Sucieties. 


UNITED LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY. 


At the weekly meeting of this society he'd on Wednesdays 
the 17th inst., the report of the committee appointed to con. 
sider and report on the Judicature Acts was presented, and 
in order that it might be printed the debate thereon was 
adjourned until Wednesday, the 8th of December. 


BIRMINGHAM LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY, 


Ata meeting of this society held on Tuesday evening» 
F. W. Lowe, Esq., in the chair, a discussion took place upot 
the following question :—“ Real estate is assured by deed 
unto and to the use of A., his heirs and assigns, upon trust 
for B., a married woman, for life, to her separate use, and, 
after the determination of that estate, to stand seised there- 
of to such uses and upon such trusts as B. should by will 
appoint, and, in default, to the use of the heirs and assigns 
of B. Is the legal estate in fee simple vested in A. ?” 
After a long and interesting debate the question was put to 
the meeting and decided in the affirmative by a small 
majority. A vote of thanks to the chairman concluded the 
meeting. 


JUSTICES’ CLERKS’ SOCIETY. 


A deputation from the committee of the Justices’ Clerks’ 
Society of England and Wales waited on the Chancellor of 
the Exchequer, at Downing-street, on Monday, the 22nd 
inst., with reference to the new scale of fees proposed by the 
Treasury for adoption in counties and boroughs. 

The deputation was introduced by Mr. Grantham, M.P., 
and consisted of Mr. R. Ellett, chairman, Cirencester ; Mr. 
John Drummond, Croydon; Mr. Hooper, Biggleswade; 
Mr. J. Merrick Head, Reigate; Mr. Wilks, Hythe; Mr. 
Waugh, Cuckfield; Mr. Harris, Barnet; Mr. Taylor, 
Bishops Stortford. 

Mr. Evert, Chairman of the Justices’ Clerks’ Society, 
said.—The object of our coming here, as you will gather 
from the letter which our secretary has sent you, is really 
twofold ; it is to prevent an alteration being made in the 
scale of fees payable to justices’ clerks, as is contemplated 
by the Treasury, which would very seriously affect the in- 
terests of many members of our body, and also to prevent 
an alteration which we have good reason for believing 
would seriously impair the administration of justice in 
many districts, because the scale now under consideration 
is a scale which our experience and practical knowledge 
enables us to say would really make the office in many 
divisions and boroughs not worth holding, and render it 
impossible to secure the services of competent persons as 
clerks. It has been stated to me by magistrates that they 
would feel it to be a very serious thing indeed, ia the in- 
terests of the public and the community generally, 
if the remuneration of clerks in petty sessional 
divisions and boroughs became such that they 
were unable to procure the services of mapy who 
were competent to advise them. The circumstances 
under which the question at present arises are these :—In 
1859 this subject was considered by a commission then 
appointed to inquire into the costs of prosecutions and other 
incidental matters, and, amongst other things, as to fees pay 
able to clerks to justices, and the proper amount at which 
such fees should be fixed. The commissioners reported that 
there would be great difficulty in establishing a uniform 
scale of fees, but they recommended a scale for adoption 
which they considered would be a fairly remunerative one. 
The acale thus settled in 1859 was embodied in the 
then sent to Parliament, and was framed after the examinae 
tion of many witnesses, justices’ clerks and clerks of the 
peace, and on that commission the Treasury wasrepresented by 
the late Mr. Straight, one of the Examiners of the Criminal 
Law Accounts, and another examiner was examined before 


the commission, so that the views of that Department were _ 


fully represented before the presentation of the report. 
This scale, as framed by the commissioners, has been acted 
upon, and is satisfactory to most of the magistrates’ clerks 
and to the magistrates, and is found not to me any hard- 
ship upon the country. Somewhat recently steps have beom 
taken by the Treasury to introduce into counties and 





edgarehen 


haere tw omeoOaewh Bode ke vest yee 


od eto 


- 


chien fe es ak 


aR iets aie idee ~ 


ee Veey Se Te eee ee 


ORT aeTCokrw otek BBRET SB 


Nov. 27, 1875. 


-THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 77 








poroughs a different scale of fees to that embodied in th® 
report, and, our attention having been directed to the pro- 
alterations, we pointed out to the Examinerof Criminal 

w Accounts that the alterations in the proposed new scale 
were such as would be productive of great hardship, and 
ould render it impossible to keep the office filled by prop- 
erly qualified clerks. 

CHANCELLOR OF THE ExcHEQUER.—When was this ? 

Mr. Extert.—About two yearsago. Bat, notwithstand- 
ing our opinion thus given we find that in a very recent 
ease, that of Warwickshire, upon the occasion of justices 
jn quarter sessions seeking to introduce a more modern 
‘table of fees a table was recommended by the Treasury to 
‘the magistrates for adoption—not the table of fees embodied 
jn the report of 1859, but a table which has never, so far 
as We are aware, received any public consideration, and it 
contained all the items that we thought so objectionable 
when our attention was called to them by the Examiner of 
Criminal Law Accounts. The result has been that the 
magistrates in quarter sessions have intimated that they 
-do not consider that the remuneration proposed is adequate. 
But whatever may be the case with reference to that par- 
ticular county, the object of the society in troubling you 
on this occasion is, to ask that before the proposed new 
acale is used to the extent of being sent down into counties 
for adoption, it should be carefully investigated. We feel 
every confidence in being able to satisfy those who investi- 
gate it that the fees imposed are entirely inadequate. 

CHANCELLOR OF THE ExcHEequer.—Do I understand 
that the scale sent down to Warwickshire, is the same scale 
which you understood two years ago was proposed to be 
substituted for the scale of 1859 ? 

Mr. Extetr.—That we understand. 

CHANCELLOR OF THE EXCHEQUER.—You never saw it? 

Mr, Etterr.—No, we did not, we onlv saw the draft of it. 

CHANCELLOR OF THE ExcHEeQueR.—How wasit put out ? 
‘Was it sent out for consideration ? 

Mr, Evterr.—Mr. Preston invited our suggestions upon 
it, and we, where the scale was inadequate, pointed out to 
him the effect it would have. The society have since 
invited clerks to justices to consider the scale recommended 
for Warwickshire, and the result it would have on their 
incomes. In one case it was found it would lead to a loss in 
‘salary to the extent of £150, which was a most serious 
matter. 

CHANCELLOR OF THE ExcHEQUER.—What I wanted to 
get at was this. ‘This is a matter rather new to me, and it 
is rather a Home Office case than one for the Treasury. 
What I want to get at is this:—Is there an authority 
resident in the Secretary of State to prescribe a table of fees ? 

Mr. Exterr.—Under Jervis’s Act, which regulates pro- 
cedure in magistrates’ courts, the process is this :—The 
eageenies in quarter sessions have power at any time to 
‘settle and alter a table of fees in use in magistrates’ courts, 
subject to the confirmation of the Home Office, and the 
practice appears to be for the Home Office to be guided by 
‘the Treasury. 

CHANCELLOR OF THE ExcHEeQuer.—So that the Home 
Office have their own scale, and when any quarter sessions 
—_ to alter the scale, the Home Office insists that it 
‘shall be accommodated to the scale they have in their office. 

Mr. Evterr.—That is so. 

CHANCELLOR OF THE ExcnEquer. —But the existing scale 
they have no power to touch ? 

Mr. Exierr.—No. 

CHANCELLOR OF Taz Excuequer.—Then, in consequence 
of the report of 1859 a scale, which you think was satisfac- 
tory, was adopted by the Home Office and applied to many 
‘cases, and an amended sale has since been proposed, which 
seale you object to? 

Mr. Exterr.—That is so. Before troubling you to look 
‘abthe items of the scale, I will ask permission to say this— 

& scale of fees having been well-considered so recently 
28 1859, we are at a loss to see upon what principle, speak- 
ing generally, it is proposed now to reduce the remuneration 
of clerks in the serious way which the adoption of the pro- 
Posed new scale would effect. Our experience is, that our 
staff of clerks costs more, office rent and every expense of 
Carrying on our business has increased, and we find that 
officers holding other appointments are having their re- 
munerations increased and not reduced. The importance of 
‘our work has certainly not decreased, but, on the contrary, 
‘every year fresh work comes to us, new law has to be 
‘Mastered and the magistrates advised, and most im- 





portant interests are involved. We, therefore, fail to 
see on what principle itis proposed to reduce the scale 
of our remuneration. We can only suppose that 

it arises from the circumstance that in some of the 
more populous places it is found that this scale is larger than 
is necessary to secure competent clerks. We believe in some 
instances that the fees have produced more than the salaries, 
and that a surplus has been carried to the borough funds, 
That may be a good reason for dealing with the fees in those 
particular cases, but that appears to us to be no reason for 
the adoption throughout the country of a similar principle, 

so as to render it unremunerative in petty sessional diyi- 
sions and boroughs generally. The scate itself is a matter 
very much of detail, and the amount of remunera- 
tion derived from it is dependent upon a number of 

little items. Referring to the scale of fees proposed 
by the Treasury for adoption in Warwickshire you will 
find under the head of “summary convictions”’ that there 
are four classes of cases grouped as “ Drunkenness, Mali- 

cious Injuries, Turnpike Highways, and Vagrancy.” Fer 
any case arising under those heads a fee of 4s. is proposed 
for the whole of the duties to be performed. Under the 
scale of 1859 the fees payable in such cases would amount 
to 12s. 6d., and itis now proposed to charge, in at least two- 
thirds of the cases which come before the magistrates, a 
maximum fee of 4s. each. The loss inflicted will be thus 
at once seen. To take another very striking case, 
the proceedings before magistrates to enforce the re- 
covery of local rates. Now the scale proposed for 

trates’ clerks is this: —For the performance of all duties a 
fee of 6d. for the recovery of a sum under 20s, and @ 
fee of 1s. for the recovery of a sum over 20s. We 
are required to provide all forms and stationery for 
carrying on the business of our offices. The price of the 
forms which are reqaired to be used in the recovery of 
rates for less than 20s. amount to 43d. oat of every 6d. 

allowed by the scale. So that the clerk's time, his staff, 

and the maintenance of the office at which the public ser- 
vice is carried on, is to be remunerated at the paltry sam 

of 1}d.! The clerk is a distinct loser by every case for 
the recovery of rates that comes before him. We may be 

told that the number of cases go to make up for smallness 

of the fees—that may be so in a few of the larger 


places, but it is not so in the great majority of 


divisions and borough. Another striking instance 
of the lowness of the proposed scale is with reference 
to the steps taken before magistrates in indictable 
offences. At present the duties performed by the magis- 
trate’s clerk in these cases are paid for under the existing 
scale, It is proposed now to substitute for those fees a fee 
of 15s. for the performance of all duties connected with in- 
dictable offences. I need hardly remind you what the 
nature of the duties of magistrates’ clerks is with reference 
to indictable cases. Cases are very often most serious, as 
they affect the individual charged, and as they affect the 
community. It is therefore a necessity on the part of the 
magistrates’ clerks to possess accurate knowleige of the 
law, and a correct knowledge of the practice. Depositions 
must be taken for the use of a judge at the assizes or 
chairman of quarter sessions, and if they are not prop- 
erly taken the administration of justice in those courts 
would be very seriously impeded and yet for those 
duties we are to receive less by one-third or more than the 
fees we have hitherto received, so that in the case cf the Waine 
wrights, for instance, supposing it had arisen in the country 
instead of in the metropolis, the magistrates’ clerk would 
have been compelled to attend the hearing and adjournments 
extending over weeks and to take the depositions, and for 
this he would receive the paltry fee of 15s. I trast I have 
shown that the proposed scale is such as will most seriously 
affect the interests of the body we represent, and we only 
ask that before the authority of a Government Department 
be given to a scale so inadequate that each item of it should 
be carefully considered. 

CHANCELLOR OF THE ExcHEQUER.—Has that scale ever 
been broached to us ? 

Mr. Etcetr.—Not officially. 

Mr. J. Merrick Heap.—l hee to urge that justices’ clerks 
in petty sessional divisions and boroughs, generally, should 
not be placed on the same footing as those in large and 
populous places. In the commission, presided over by Lord 
Cardwell in 1859, the question of the table of fees was most 
thoroughly investigated, and all parties interested were 
before the commissioners. They, the commissioners, recom- 
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mended the scale embodied in their report, and which the 
society think is a fairly remnnerative one. Since then the 
duties which jus‘ices’ clerks are called upon to perform 
have not decreased, but on the contrary have materially 
increased. Supposing the proposed scale of fees to be 
adopted, the general feeling is that justices’ clerks should be 
then placed upon salary. ‘They have no objection (indeed, 
it would be more satisfactory to them to be placed on salary) 

but not on the bas‘s of the proposed scale, which they con- 
sider unfair and inadequate. I may mention that justices’ 
clerks are called upon to make many returns to Parliament 
involving great care and loss of time, and for which they 
receive no remuneration whatever, and they are allowed 
notbing for clerks, use of offices, or for stationery. 

NCELLOR OF THE Excurquer.—I need not say I 
am sure any one who has acted as a justice in any part of 
the country must be very well aware of the great import- 
ance of the office of clerks to the justices; they are our 
great support, and one cannot but feel that it is an office of 
the very highest importance, and more especially so in the 
more out-of-the-way parts of the country where so much 
depends on them, and where there is less public opinion to 
look after them. I am quite sure it would be very bad 
economy todo anything so unfair and unjust to so special a 
body of men. There are one or two things that I do not quite 
understand. You object to having the fees made uniform 
because a fee that would be sufficient where there are a 
large number of cases to deal with would be quite inadequate 
where there are only a small number of cases. Does not 
the Cardwell Report make them uniform ? 

Mr. Ex.terr.—It does make them uniform, but it dis- 
tinctly speaks of the probability of the fees producing more 
than is necessary in the larger places, and that the Home 
— would deal with these cases specially and reduce the 

6s. 

CHANCELLOR OF THE ExcHEQUER.—Has that ever been 
done ; and how can it be done ? 

Mr. Erterr.—It can be done whenever a scale comes up 
for revision; or of course it would arise whenever any 
measure was before Parliament for adopting a uniform 
table throughout the country. We consider the trae mode 
of dealing with the question to be to make the table of 
fees adequate for petty sessional divisions and boroughs, 
and reduce those where tke increase of population causes 
the fees to produce a large sum. 

Mr. Heap, on the question of uniformity, read the 

following extract from the fifth and final report of 
the Judicature Commissioners in a note by Mr. 
Lushington, the counsel to the Home Office. ‘‘It is 
the practice of the Secretary of State in settling the 
table of fees submitted to him under 11 & 12 Vict. c. 48, 
s.30 (whether for clerks of the peace or for justices’ 
clerks, or whether for counties or for boroughs), to aim at 
uniformity, so that for the same work the same fee shall 
be charged in every county and borough. But it is im- 
possible to carry ont this principle strictly for divers 
r , and especially because uniformity is inconsistent 
with the principle that the fees payab'e by suitors should 
be so fixed that their aggregate may cover the actual ex- 
pense of the administration of justice without leaving a 
margin of profit. In a populous borough where the busi- 
ness is correspondingly large, if the same fees are 
allowed to the justices’ clerk as may be taken in a petty 
sessional division of a county where the business is incon- 
siderable, the result is that the municipality, by putting 
the clerk on a salary and retaining the fees, obtains a 
large surplus at its disposal. This is obviously im- 
proper where the surplus is applied in general relief of 
the borough rates, but it seems otherwise if it is 
appropriated to the maintenance of a stipendiary magis- 
trate.” In many Jarge boroughs the clerk is put upon salary, 
and paid a fair one, and in that case the fees are reduced. 
p& CHANCELLOR or THE ExcHEequeR.—This matter is new 
to me, and it is one upon which you “es rather to go in 
the first instance to the Home Office. I shall be very glai 
to communicate with Mr. Cross to learn what the real state 
of things is, 

Mr. Exverr thanked the right honourable gentleman 
for his courtesy, and the deputation then retired. 











Appointurents, Ete. 


The Hon. Marruew Batu Beestr, Chief Justice of 
British Columbia, has received the honour of Knighthood, 
Sir M. Begbie is the son of the late Colonel Thomas Stirli 
Begbie, of the 44th Foot. He was formerly a Fellow 
St. Peter's College, Cambridge, where he graduated ag 
twenty-eighth wrangler in 1841. He was called to the 
bar at Lincoln’s-inn in Michaelmas Term, 1844, and 
practised as an equity draftsman and conveyancer. He has: 
been Chief Justice of British Columbia since 1858. 


Mr. Tuomas Writu1aM Biscuorr, solicitor (of the firm of 
Bischoff, Bompas, & Bischoff), of 4, Great Winchester. 
street, has been appointed a Commissioner to administer 
Oaths in the Supreme Court in England. 


Mr. Tuomas Dunpas Bavce, solicitor, of Bishop Auck- 
land, has, by Mr. Meynell, judge of the County Court of 
Durham, been appointed Registrar of the Durham County 
Court holden at Bishop Auckland. He has also been ap- 
pointed Clerk to the Highway Board for the Auckland 
District, and also Clerk to the Guardians for the Auckland. 
Union. These appointments were held by the late Mr, 
William Dale Trotter, Mr. Bruce’s partner. Mr. Bruce 
was admitted a solicitor in 1870. 


Mr. Jonn Cattoway, solicitor (of the firm of Calloway 
&* Furley), of Canterbury, has been appointed Under- 
Sheriff of the City of Canterbury for the current year. Mr. 
Calloway was admitted a solicitor in 1854, he is clerk to the: 
Commissioners of Taxes at Canterbury, and registrar of the 
county court, and clerk to the committee of visitors of 
the Kent County Lunatic Asylum at Chatham. 


Mr. Epwarp Commrys, solicitor, of Bodmin, has been 
appointed Clerk to the Commissioners of Land, Assessed, 
and Property Taxes for the Hundred of Trigg in the room.. 
of his late father, Mr. Thomas Commins. 


Mr. Tuomas Dorman, solicitor, of Sandwich, has been 
elected (for the second time) as Mayor of that town for the 
—— year. Mr. Dorman was admitted a solicitor in. 
1854, 

Mr. Francis Ferns, solicitor, Leeds, has been appointed: 
a Commissioner for taking Acknowledgments of Married 
Women. 

Mr. Harpince Srantey Girrarp, Q.C., has been ap- 
pointed Solicitor-General. Mr. Giffard was educated at 
Merton College, Oxford, where he took the usual degrees. 
He was called to the bar at the Inner Temple in Hilary 
Term, 1850, and joined theSouth Wales and Chester Circuit. ' 
He had also a very large junior practice at the Central 
Criminal Court and the Middlesex Sessions, and he was for’ 
several years junior prosecuting counsel to the Treasury. 
He became a Queen’s Counsel in 1865, and a bencher of the 
Inner Temple. Mr. Giffard contested the borough of 
Cardiff in the Conservative interest both in 1868 and in 
1874, and on the latter occasion he was beaten by only nine 
votes. 


Mr. Rosnerr A. Harrison, Q.C., of the Canadian bar, 
has been appointed Chief Justice of the Court of Queen’s 
Bench, Ontario, in the room of Mr. Justice Richards, pro- 
moted to the Supreme Court of Appeal of the Dominion of 
Canada. 

Mr. Cruaxton Wii11am Harte, solicitor, has been re- 
appointed Under-Sheriff of the Town of Newcastle-one 
Tyne. 

Sir Jonn Horxer, Q.C., M.P., Solicitor-General, has been 
appointed Attorney-General. Sir J. Holker is the son of © 
the late Mr. Samuel Holker, of Bury, Lancashire, and was ° 
born in 1828, He was educated at Bury Grammar School, 
and was originally intended for a solicitor, but he afterwards 
elected to follow the other branch of the profession, and en- © 
tered at Gray's-inn, where he was called to the bar in 
Trinity Term, 1854. He for some time practised at Man- 
chester, being a member of the Northern Circuit and Man- 
chester Sessions, but after a few years he came to London 
and, in 1868, he became a Queen’s Counsel and a bencher 0 
his {nn. In 1872, he was elected M.P. for Preston in the ’ 
Conservative interest ; in April, 1874, he succeeded Sir R. ° 
Baggallay as Solicitor-General, and a few months later he 
received the honour of knighthood. | He has discharged the 
duties of treasurer of Gray’s-inn for the present year. 
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Mr. Epwin Laverack, solicitor, of Hull, has been 
appointed Under-Sheriff of the Town and County of the 
Town of Kingston-apon-Hull for the current year. 

Mr. Wittiam Manness, solicitor, of Grantham, has been 
appointed Clerk to the Commissioners of Taxes for the 
Beltisloe Division, in succession to the late Mr. Robert 
Whitehead George, of Stamford. Mr. Manners was ad- 
mitted a solicitor in 1844. 

Mr, Freperick Hume Witcox, solicitor, of Stokesley, has 
been appointed Clerk tothe newly-formed Stokesley School 
Board. Mr. Wilcox was admitted a solicitor in 1863. 
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[" DSudges’ Chambers.” 


(Before Lusu, J.) 
Nov. 18.—Scarth v. Williams. 
Summons to dismiss action ~ oe of prosecution.—ord. 31, 
r. 20. 


This was a feigned issue directed by the Master of Rolls to 
the question whether there was an agreement between 
the parties that the plaintiff, who was the administrator of 
his brother, a solicitor, should only charge the defendant 
costs out of pocket. The alleged date of the agreement 
was the 10th of December, 1866. On the 28th ult. an order 
had been made upon the plaintiff for discovery of documents ; 
this not having been complied with, on the 12th inst., a 
peremptory order was made by Master Manley Smith, 
calling upon the plaintiffs to answer by the following day. 
On the 13th inst. that order was postponed by Black- 
burn, J., and the following day an affidavit of documents 
was filed by the plaintiff. The present summons 
was then taken out by the defendant on the 
ground that in this affidavit there was no mention of any 
document in the suit of Shoolbred vy, Williams, which lasted 
from August, 1866, down to 1872, and which was the most 
important suit in the business of Francis Scarth, deceased, 
although the plaintiff had made an affidavit in chancery 
that he had documents in that suit. These facts were 
stated in an affidavit which was putin. On the other side 
it was stated that they had set out in the affidavit every 
letter which they had ever had from the deceased, Scarth. 
Lvsx, J.—How do the documents in Shoolbred v. Williams 
relate to the matter now in question? In trath the de- 
fendant does not know whether they do or not till he sees 
them, There is a specific agreement alleged here, and 
these letters cannot be material. 
No order. 


Nov. 18.—Thomas v. The Queen. 
Application to proceed under the Acts—Counter-claim—Judica- 
ture Act, 1873, s. 22—Ord. 19, r. 3. 

This was a petition of right, commenced in June, 1873. 
By the Petition of Right Act, 1860, the procedure in petitions 
ofright is to be similar to that in actions of law. - The 
claim in the petition was for a sum of money alleged to be 
due from the Crown to the plaintiff in pursuance of an 
agreement to reward the plaintiff for certain improvements 
in artillery invented by him. The long interval since the 
action was commenced kad been caused by the plaintiff's 
amending of his petition, and obtaining the Solicitor- 
Generul’s fiat to the amendment. 

Bowen, for the Crown, now desired to avail himself of the 
new procedure, and get up a counter-claim for expenses in 
connection with experiments. As the petition had been 
amended, he was entitled to plead de novo, He had an 
affidavit made by the Accountant-General of the Army that 
the counter-claim was a bond fide one. 

yon, for the plaintiff, thought that it would be hard if 
Crown was now allowed to avail itself of the new 
edure, when, but for an accident, the cause would have 
tried before the Acts came into operation. He was 
Willing, if necessary, to withdraw the amendment of his 
tion, and he ould bring an affidavit showing that the 

y was caused by the other side. 
Lusu, J.—It is just, if there is a counter-claim, that the 


Crown should be able to set it up ; and what is just ought to 
be done. If it is fit and proper that this counter-claim should 
be set up in any proceedings, why should it not be set up in 
the pending proceedings? Ido not know what I should do 
if issve had been joined ; that case has not yet come before 
me. I direct that the petition be eontinued according to the 
ordinary course of the High Court of Justice. If the peti- 
tioner is successful in establishing his claim, but the coun- 
ter-claim is also established, and for a larger amount, it 
would be in the discretion of the court whether the peti- 
tioner should not have the costs of the trial up to the time of 
the introduction of the counter-claim. 


Nov. 19.—Hewetson v. The Whittington Life Insurance 
Society. 
Order for interrogatories—T ime for objecting—Ord. 31, rr. 4, 5. 

This was an application for an order to deliver interroga- 
tories to the officer of the defendant company in an action 
on @ policy. Upon an objection to the interrogatories on 
behalf of the defendant, it was contended for the plaintiff 
that the nature of the interrogatories could not be gone 
into on the present summons, but that another summons 
must be taken out under the 5th rule of the 31st order, for 
an order to strike them out. : 

Lusx, J.—Wherever under the new practice an order 
for interrogatories is necessary, the interrogatories will be 
gone into on the application for the order, and it will not 
be granted as of course. These interrogatories may be 
unnecessary after plea. 

Summons adjourned till after plea. 


Nov. 19.—Norton Cannock Coal Company v. Merriman. 
Application for direction to proceed under Judicature Acts— 
Counter-claim. 

This was an action for the price of coals sold and delivered, 
£198 odd. 

Grant, for defendant.—I have not pleaded yet, and I de- 
sire to set up a counter-claim of non-delivery of the balance 
of the coals. They only sue us for the amount they have de- 
livered. 

Moulton, for plaintiff.—The declaration was delivered om 
the 25th of October. I desire to put them to their cross-ac- 
tion. 

Lusu, J.—The Act has decided that cross-actions shall be 
tried simuitaneously. 

Direction to proceed under the Acts given. 


Nov. 20.—TZennent v. Waltcn. 
Application to proce2d under the Judicature Acts or to refer— 
Counter-claim—Set off. 

This was an action on attorney’s bills, amounting to £80. 
The declaration was delivered on the 30th of October. 

Cooper, for the defendant.—The defendant is an auc- 
tioneer. We have a considerable set-off to the claim, and 
also a counter-claim for negligence in doing our business. 
We do not deny the retainer. The set-off makes a reference 
desirable. 

Mayd, for the plaintiff.— The counter-claim the defendant 
desires to set up is one for acting negligently in a cause in 
which the amount in dispute was only £12, and which was 
tried in the county court at Salford as long ago as 1871. 
Till our bills were sent in in 1875, no complaint of any 
negligence was made. 

usH, J.—The principle upon which I have hitherto 
acted is that wherever, in pending business, there is a bond 
Jide cross-claim, I direct the action to be continued according 
to the ordinary course of the High Court of Justice. Here 
I do not think there is any substance in your counter-claim. 
or your set-off ; and, with regard to the set-off, it could be 
pleaded. I shall make no direction to continue this action 
under the Judicature Acts, nor to refer under the Common 
Law Procedure Act. 


Nov. 20.—Trinacria Steam Navigation Company v. 
Richardson, 
Application to proceed under the Judicature Acts. 
This was an action by a foreign corporation for dam 
for the negligent construction of a ship, Sicily being the 
domicile of the plaintiffs. The ground of the present appli-- 





* Reported by A. H. Bitriestov, Esq., Barrister-at. Law. 





cation was that the defendant desired to set up a counter- 
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-elaim for extras due to him beyond the contract price which 
“the plaintiffs had paid. 

Anstie, for the defendant.—An action was commenced 
for the cross-claim, before the Judicature Acts came into 
operation and we served a writ in the manner prescribed by 
Sicilian law in July last. There being a difficulty as to 
whether this was good service, and a question whether a 
foreign corporation domiciled abroad could be served at all, 
Mr. Justice Field was applied to, and he expressed a strong 
opinion that the company should accept service of writ in 
the cross-action, and adjourned the summons to see what 
effect the Judicature Acts might have upon the question. 

Webster, for the plaintiffs, cited cases to show that a 
foreign corporation cannot be sued. The Judicature Acts 
have not altered the law on this point, and the defendant 
should not be allowed to adopt the new procedure for the 
mere purpose of setting up a counter-claim where he could 

‘not bring a cross-action. 

Lusa, J.—It is a matter of course that this direction 
should be given where there is a bond fide counter-claim, 
and I think that a fortiori it should be given where there is 
a difficulty in serving the writ in a cross-action founded on 

“the counter-claim. 

Direction given. 


—— 


Nov. 22.—Barrow v. Cooke. 
Statement of claim in the place of declaration. 


This was an appeal from an order of Master Johnson of 
‘the 17th of November, calling upon the plaiatiff to deliver 
a statement of claim in the place of his declaration. The 
‘declaration was delivered on the 2nd of November, having 
been drawn by counsel during the long vacation, and it 
alleged that the plaintiff employed the defendant for re- 
ward to dispose of certain shares, but that the defendant 
did not deliver a true and just account; another count 
alleged that the defendant so fraudulently conducted him- 
“e ~ towards the plaintiff that the shares became of no 
~value. 

Cooper Wyld, for the defendant. 

Lusu, J.—How can his giving a false account of the 
sale affect the shares? In those cases where I have 
allowed a declaration to stand as a statement of claim, all 
the facts have appeared in the declaration; I think this 
declaration does not give the information that a statement 
of claim would. 

The plaintiff said that he would be in a great difficulty, 
as he had already signed judgment against one defendant. 

Lusu, J.—Then amend your declaration so as to be as 
specific as a statement of claim would be. The defendant 
must have eight days to deliver his defence after delivery of 
amended declaration. 


Nov. 23.—Lowther v. Bellairs. 
Application to strike out statement of defence. 

This was an action against a stockbroker for differences 
on the sale of stock, and there was a counter-claim, which 
defendant desired to set up, of unliquidated damages for 
fraudulent representation in respect of the shares for the 
price of which he was being sued. Defendant’s application 
to continue under the new procedure, in order to avail him- 
self of his counter-claim, was made on Saturday, and ad- 
journed till Monday for an affidavit. On Monday, defen- 
ant did not renew his application; but to-day plaintiff 
took out a summons to strike out the statement of defence, 
which, it appeared, had been delivered to him that day, and 
which incladed a counter-claim. No affidavit having been 
produced, the statement of defence was ordered to be struck 
out, the defendant to plead under the old system. 


Nov. 23.—Cooke v. Ocean Steam Company (Limited). 
Power to enforce inspection of documents against a company— 
17 & 18 Vict. c, 125, s. 50—Ord. 31, rr. 18, 4. 

This was an action for damages for the loss of passenger 
luggage. A summons had been taken out for inspection of 
-documents, supported by an affidavit under ord. 31, r. 18. 
The affidavit stated that it was the practice of the defendant 
company to deliver to the passengers by their vessels tickets 
as receipts for their 1 and that the ticket given 
to the plaintiff in accordance with this practice had 
‘been given up to the company. It was of this ticket 





that inspection was sought. An objection was taken 

on behalf of the defendants that rule 4 applied only 
to interrogatories ; and it was contended that if this wag 

so, in the absence of any other provision in the Acty 

relating to discovery by @ company, the practice in chan. 
cery must prevail, which had always been to make an 

officer of the company a party to the suit when discovery 
was sought. 

Lusu, J.—The Jadicature Acts have in many cases to be 
supplemented by the Common Law Procedure Acts, and 
by section 50 of the Act of 1854 I am empowered to name 
an officer of the company to make discovery. 


Thursday, Nov. 18.—PRINTING PLEADINGs—OrD, 19, 
z. 5.—A pleading, though more than three folios, may, 
by order of the judge, be filed without printing ; and, 
semble, will be so when only afew copies are required. 


APPLICATION TO PROCEED UNDER THE JUDICATURE Acts, 
Orv. 19, x. 3—JuprcaturE Act, 1873, s. 22.—This was an 
appeal from a decision of Master Johnson. The action was 
brought for the price of goods sold; and the ground of the 
application was that the defendant desired to set up @ counter. 
claim. The declaration had been delivered on the 28th of 
October. The master was of opinion that the affidavit did 
not disclose sufficient grounds for a cross-action. The affi. 
davit of the defendant stated that when the ship arrived con- 
veying the goods in question, which consisted of machinery, 
they were found to be materially damaged, owing to bad pack- 
ing ; and further that when the machinery came to be 
worked, it broke in various places, owing to the bad quality 
of the iron used. 

Lusu, J.—The affidavit of the defendant shows a good 
cause of action, and wherever there is bona fds ground 
for a cross-action, I direct the new procedure to be adopted. 
It has the effect of converting two actions into one ; and 
that cases of this sort should be brought under the new 
system is one of the very objects of section 22 of the Act of 
1873. The decision of the master must be reversed, and the 
direction asked for given. 


APPLICATION TO PROCEED UNDER THE JUDICATURE ACTS, 
—JuDICATURE Act, 1873, 8. 22—In this case the declaration 
had been delivered on the 25th of October, and the pleas 
were not yet delivered. The ground of the application was 
that the defendant desired to take out a summons to refer 
under the Act. 

Direction as asked. 


Summons For Discovery—Orp. 31, rR. 12.—This was a 
‘summons for discovery in an action for libel. ; The alleged 
libel was a charge of violent conduct by a landlady con- 
tained in some letters to the Grimsby News. The discovery 
soughtw as of the original letters containing the alleged 
libel. On the affidavit being held to be insufficient, it was 
contended by the plaintiff that, as the pleadings were com- 
plete, he was entitled under the Judicature Act to an order 
without any affidavit. 

Lusu, J.—The new rule certainly goes far beyond the 
old, as it not only dispenses with an affidavit, but would re- 
quire the defendant, if he has not got the letters, to state 
what he has done with them. I will adjourn, to enable the 
other side to bring an affidavit. 


AppgaL rrom Taxation or Costs—AppiTionaL RuLESs OF 
Court, 30, 31, 32.—On an appeal coming before the judge 
from a taxation of costs by the master, a preliminary 0! 
jection was taken that the master’s a/locatur had been 
given, and was final and conclusive as to all matters that 

not been objected to before the master in the manner 
prescribed by the above rules. In reply, it was submitted 
that the whole of the proceedings in the cause had been 
previous to the Act coming into operation. 

Lusu, J.—There are provisions in the new Acts that 
must apply to pending business, and this is one of them. 
With every disposition to help the appellant, I am afraid I 
have no power to do s0. 

Appeal dismissed. 


Summons To Strarxr ovr Inrerroaatorres—Orp, 31, 
5.—This was an application to strike out interrogatories 
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that had been delivered under the Acts without an order, 
jnan action for penalties brought under the 102nd section 
of the Larceny Act, by a common informer. The object 
of the interrogatories was to discover whether the defend- 

had inserted a certain advertisement in a newspaper. 
The interrogatories were delivered on the 12th; and an ob- 
‘ection that this summons was too late was overruled. 

H. Cowie, for the defendant.—Diecovery is never given in 
equity in an action by a common informer. The old 
doctrine of equity on this subject is laid down in (rm v. 
Crockford, 13 Price, 308, which was an action for penal- 
ties under 9 Anne, c. 16, in the Court of Exchequer, sitting 
as an equity court. It is there laid down that it is 
“contrary to the humane policy of the law” to allow dis- 
covery where it would subject the answering party to penal- 
ties. Chadwick v. Chadwick, 1 W. R. 29, and Edmunds 
y. Greenwood, 17 W. R. 142, L. R. 4. P. 70, are also in 

int. In all works on discovery in equity it is laid down 
Ee where discovery will subject the answering party to a 
penalty, it has not been allowed when the object of the 
plaintiff is to recover the penalty. 

Lvsu, J.—I foresee that we shall have more trouble with 
aeres, now that no order is necessary, than we had 


fore. 
Interrogatories ordered to be struck out. 


Friday, Nov. 19 Avpeat—Orp. 58, rx. 2, 5.—Under the 
Judicature Acts, an appeal is in all cases a re-hearing, and 
fresh facts may be gone into, Per Lusu, J. 


Svsstirurep Service—Orp. 9, kz. 2.—This was an 
ez parte appeal from a decision of Master Bennett 
refusing to make an order for substituted service. The 
affidavit stated that, on the 24th of August, S. was in- 
quired for at his club and could not be found; on the 1st 
of September plaintiff wrote to Baker, defendant’s solicitor, 
asking for S.’s address; to that an answer came saying 
that he would be happy to forward letters to 8. A 
few days afterwards, plaintiff wrote to Baker that the 
reason S.’s address was wanted was because he owed 
them £450. On the 25th of October plaintiff wrote again 
to Baker complaining of having had no answer, and 
asking whether he was prepared to accept service 
On the 28th of October Baker replied to the effect that hav- 
ing no instructions he could not accept service. On this 
plaintiff wrote to know whether Baker was not S.’s solicitor, 
and on the 3rd of November Baker wrote to say that he had 
acted for S., but was not now acting for him. On the 9th 
of November plaintiff attended at S.’s club and asked for 
his address, and was told that he had not been there for 
some time, and that his address was unknown there. On 
the 13th of November, on calling again at the club, the 
plaintiff was told that Baker called for S.’s letters. 

Lvusu, J.—Your affidavit does not state when Baker called 
for 8.’s letters, or bow often. If he was in the habit of calling 
for them, I think that would be sufficient. You must amend 
your affidavit. 

Saturday, Nov. 20.—APPLICATION TO PROCEED UNDER THE 
JupicaturE Acts—CounTER-CLAIM.—This was an action for 
the price of shares by a stockbroker, and it was desired 
to set up a counter-cliam for fraudulent misrepresentation 
48 to the value of the shares. Adjourned for an affi- 
davit; upon defendant producing affidavit of counter-claim 
Qew procedure to be adopted. 


APPLICATION TO PROCEED UNDER THE JUDICATURE AcTs— 

JUNTER-CLAIM.—This was an action brought for the price 
of iron sold and delivered. The defendant desired to set up a 
counter-claim for non-compliance with the contract in respect 
of the quality of the iron supplied. The declaration was 
delivered on October 27, It was alleged that the iron had 
been passed on to third parties for chain cables, and that the 
defendant had had to make good damage sustained in 
Consequence of the inferiority of the iron supplied. 

Lusu, J.—Where the counter-claim is bond fide, these 
i cations are granted as a matter of course. 

given. 


Monday, Nov. 22.—Panticurars or Counrsr-cram.— 
Was a summons for particulars of a counter-claim, on 





appeal from the master’s decision that the particulars in the 
claim were sufficient. The action was brought for goods sold 
and delivered. The defendants agreed to purchase certain 
coal of the plaintiff, and the plaintiff accordingly shipped the 
coal. The defendants had obtained leave to serve @ 
counter-claim, and the plaintiff desired particulars of 
damages under the breaches alleged in the 9th paragraph, 
the counter-claim set up being for breach of contract. On 
behalf of the defendants it was said that the counter-claim 
contained sufficient particulars, as it alleged the amount de- 
livered short, and claimed demurrage. 

Lusu, J.—You have not given any particulars as to in- 
ferior quality. You say in your claim that the cargo con- 
tained a large quantity of stones, &c. I order that you give 
particulars of the damages claimed, except in respect of 
short delivery and demurrage. Costs to be costs in the 
cause, 


INTERROGATORIES.—Interrogatories in an action under the 
old procedure that had been delivered without an order, 
were struck out. 


Covnter-ctaim Arrectinc Txirp Person—Orp. 22, 


rR. 5.—An application was made ex parte, by the defend- 
ants in an action in which a counter-claim was set up, as 
to whether, under the following circumstances, they should 
add to the title of their statement of defence the name 
of a third person. They were brokers, and had purchased 
iron from plaintiffs to sell to a third party. The action was 
for the price of the iron, and the counter-claim for certain 
deductions the defendants had to allow the third party, 
owing to the inferior quality of the iron. 

The above rule does not apply to such a case, so as to make 
it necessary to add the third party’s name to the title. 


INSPECTION BEFORE APPEARANCE—OrpD. 13, R. 6.— 
In an action for damages on the policy of a ship, 
the defendant made an application for the imspec- 
tion of the ship’s papers before appearance. It was ad- 
mitted that under the old practice inspection could not 
have been had before declaration; and the ground of the 
application was that if the claim proved to be well founded, 
appearance would be avoided altogether. 

Lvusu, J—Can the plaintiff in this action sign judgment 
in default of ap ce? 

Under ord. 13, r. 6, it was submitted that he could, 

Lusu, J.—Then I make the order. 


Tuesdoy, Nov. 23.—Interrocatortes—15 & 16 Vicr. c. 
86, s. 19—Orp. 31, x. 1.—The rule in equity that discovery 
will Sever be given toa defendant in a suit until he has put 
in his answer to the bill, is not adopted by the Judicature 
Acts. Discovery will be allowed in special cases before 
the statement of defence is filed. 


Unnecessary InrerRoGATORIES—ORp. 31, R. 1.—This 
was @ summons to strike out interrogatories delivered under 
the Judicature Acts by the plaintiff in an action for rent, 
on the ground that the matters interrogated about were 
wholly in the plaintiff's knowledge. 

Lusu, J.—The statement of defence is not yet delivered, 
and you cannot know what is material to be asked. The 
claim is a perfectly simple one for five quarters’ rent alleged 
to be due. I shall adjourn this summons till after the de- 
fence is delivered; and if I find the interrogatories to be 
unnecessary, I shall strike them out with costs. Parties 
must be taught not to take advantage of the provisions of 
the Act for the purpose of increasing costs. 


Notice or Trtat.—Notice of trial is now never to be 
given where it is not intended to be acted upon, and is 
merely for the purpose of keeping the cause in the list. Per 
Lusu, J. 


Stentxe JupGMent on a Specratty Inporsep Wait— 
Onp. 14, x. 1; Oxn. 8, R. 6; Arrenprx A., part 2, s. 7.—This 
was a summons to sign final judgment in an action for goods 
sold, which had been before Master Unthank, and was by 

im referred to the judge. The writ was indorsed as 
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follows: “The plaintiff's claim is £36 5s. for balance of 
account for goods sold.” It was contended for the defendant 
that this was not a special indorsement under ord. 3, r. 6, 
and not within the pacuay given in appendix A., part 
2,8. 7; that the ordinary form of indorsement was similar 


to the present ; and that the defendant having filed a peti- 
tion of bankruptcy, the plaintiff should prove his debt under 
t 


Lusu, J.—There isa form of special indorsement in appen- 
dix A.—for butcher’s meat supplied—exactly like the one in 
question. It could not be intended that a list of items extend- 
ing, perbaps, over three or four years should be indorsed on 
the writ. The ordinary form of indorsement would not be 
** balance of account,” which implies an account paid. As 
filing a petition for bankruptcy is not a defence to an action, 
there is no defence to the present action. I think the 
plaintiff is entitled to sign judgment, as he would have been 
if he had delivered a statement of claim and there had been 
no statement of defence. 








Legal News. 


In a case of Derouin v. Archambauld (reported in 19 
Lower Canada Jurist, 157), an action was brought against a 
priest for uttering in the pulpit the following language :— 
“There is a man in the parish who has had the audacity to 
ask the council for a licence to sell liquor. I forbid the 
granting of one to him. He is an idler and a loafer living 
at your expense, and fattening on your sweat. He keeps a 
disorderly house which is a scandal tothe parish. He must 
be driven from it. Do not encourage him. Ruin him. 
Drive him cut. That is the way to get rid of him.” In 
the court of first instance judgment was given for the de- 
fendant, and one of the grounds on which it was based was, 
that the words imputed having been alleged to have been 
part of a sermon preached in church, the defendant was 
amenable only to his ecclesiastical superiors. But this pre- 
tension was, in the Court of Review, abandoned by the de- 
fendant’s counsel, and the judges repudiated it in strong 
terms, and all concurred in reversing the judgment. 


The Times states that Lord Selborne has addressed the 
following letter to the editor of the Liverpool Courier :— 
“Sir, —My attention has been directed to a paragraph in 
your paper of the 22nd inst. headed ‘The Wainwright 
Trial,’ and purporting to be supplied by your London cor- 
respondent, in which reference is made to ‘Palmer, the 
Rugby poisoner, and brother toan ex-Lord Chancellor.’ As 
I am the only person named Palmer who has had the honour 
to fill the office of Lord Chancellor, I am compelled—in- 
credible as it would have seemed if the point had not been 
actually under my eyes—to suppose that your correspondent 
believes the Rugeley (not Rugby) poisoner to have been my 
brother, for which supposition there is, I can assure you, no 
foundation whatever. The name Palmer is not a very un- 
common one, and it no more implies relationship between 
all who bear it than does ‘Smith’ or ‘Jones,’ I had not 
the misfortune of being even remotely related to that 
notorious criminal, Will you excuse the liberty I take in 
suggesting that even the authority of a London correspondent 
ought not to be accepted without inquiry for statements of 
this nature, especially when correct information as to the 
family of the person affected by them might have been 
most easily obtained?—Yours, &c., SELBoRNE. London 
Nov. 24.” 


A Jersey correspondent of the Times gives a remark able 
account of a series of unpleasant events in connection with 
the judges of the island. The last two anda half years 
have been prolific in changes, the list of which is expected 
shortly to be increased by the resignation through ill-health 
of one judge, and the enforced retirement by reason of insol- 
vency of another. The first of the notable events during 
the short period mentioned was that of Mr. Joshua Le Bailly 
(elected a judge in 1856), who in May, 1873, was charged 
With issuing falee and fraudulent reports as to the position 
of the bank, and with embezzling trust moneys under his 
care. He was found guilty, and sentenced to five years’ 
pensl servitude. Mr Elias Neel (elected in 1861) was chair- 
man and managing director of the Joint Stock Bank, which 
suspended payment in July, 1873, its collapse being has- 
sened by that of the Mercantile Union. In November of 





oo 


that year Mr. Neel, who sat on the bench during the trig) 
of his former colleague, Mr. Le Bailly, himself stood in the 
dock on similar charges of issuing false reports and inducing 
persons to take shares in the bank at the time it was in ag 
insolvent state. The jury were divided. Mr. William Gaudin, 
solicitor, was elected in October, 1873, to replace Mr. Neg, 
Domestio troubles and the fear of being involved in a lay. 
suit with a client for whom he had acted during 4 
lengthened period in the case of La Cloche v, Iq 
Cloche had the effect of sending him into a low state 
of mind, and in August of the followng year he 
committed suicide. Mr. Philip Dumaresq, elected 
1869, after attending to his judicial duties for nearly two 
years, ceased to attend either the court or the States, of 
which ho was an ez-oficio member. For about a similar 
length of time he continued to absent himself, and at 
the meetings of the latter body excuse was invariably made 
for him, on oath, that he was ‘‘so ill that he could not 
attend without endangering his health.” At length, by 
repeated entreaties, he was induced to resign in Febrnary 
last. Thislistof notable events has just had its termination 
in the case of Mr. D. de Quetteville. This gentlefnan was 
the senior judge on the bench (with the exception of Lieu- 
tenant Bailiff Bisson), having been elected in January, 185}. 
He was chairman of the Commercial Banking Company, and 
carried on an extensive business as a shipowner, with fishing 
establishments in Newfoundland. An action has been for 
some time pending between him and bis co-partners in the 
bank, who claim about £23,000 for balance of account 
and interest. Recently several judgments were given 
against him in the Royal Court, and on Saturday last he 
gave notice of his intention to appear before Mr. Gibaut, the 
Jndge Commmissioner of the Insolvency Court, with a view 
of making a composition with his creditors. The result of 
this will be to render his seat on the bench vacant. 








Law Students’ Sournal. 


INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
InTERMEDIATE EXAMINATION, 1876. 
Onder 23 & 24 Vict, c. 127, s. 9. 


The elementary works selected for the intermediate exam- 
ination of persons under articles of clerkship for the year 
1876, are— 

Chitty on Contracts, chapters 1, 2, and 3, with the excep. 
tion, in chapter 3, of section 1, relating to contracts re 
specting real property. 8th or 9th editions. 

Williams on the Principles of the Law of Real Property, 
8th, 9th, 10th, or 11th editions. 

Haynes’ Outlines of Equity. 3rd or 4th editions. 

Mercantile Bookkeeping.—The examiners deal with this 
subject generally, and do not in their questions confine 
themselves to any particular system. 

Candidates are required to be examined within the six calen- 
dar months next succeeding the day on which they shall 
have completed half of the term of service. 

Candidates are required to give to the Incorporated Law 
Society one calendar month’s notice before such of the days 
appointed for examination as they may choose, within the 
limit above mentioned. Candidates are also required to 
leave their articles of clerksbip and assignments (if any), 
duly stamped and registered, with the secretary of the 
society, twenty-one clear days before such examination day, 
together with answers to the questions as to due service and 
conduct up tothat time. Prints of these questions may be 
obtained on application at the office of the society. 

The examinations will be held in the hall of the a 
Chancery-lane, London, on the following days in 1876, 
v1lZ. 

Thursday, the 13th of January ; ‘Thursday, the 27th of 
April; Thursday, the 28nd of June; Thursday, the 9th of 
November. 


Fina, Examrarion. 
SUBJECTS OF BXAMINATION IN THH YEAR 1876. 

1. Principles of law, and procedure ; in two papers, viz.' 
—A. In matters as administered under the usual juri 
tion of the Chancery Division of the High Court of Ju 
tice. B, In mattersas administered under the usual jurisdio- 
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tion of the Queen’s Bench, Common Pleas, and Exchequer 
Divisions of the High Court of Justice. 

2. Principles and application of the law of real property 
and conveyancing. 

3. oes wnt practice of the courts. 

4, Criminal roceedings before justices of the 


wand p 

5. The law and practice of the Probate and Divorce Court. 

The days a for the examinations in 1876 are:— 
Tuesday, the 11th, and Wednesday, the 12th of January; 
Tuesday, the 25th, and Wednesday, the 26th of April ; 
Tuesday, the 20th, and Wednesday, the 2lst of June; 
Tuesday, the 7th, and Wednesday, the 8th of November. 

Candidates are required, by the General Rules and Regu- 
lations of the 2nd of November, 1875, to give notice in 
writing, signed by themselves or their agents, six weeks at 
least before the first day of the month in which they pro- 
pose to beexamined. The notice must be sent to the In- 
vorporated Law Society, Chancery-lane, London. 

Candidates are also required to leave their articles of 
clerkship and assignments (ifany) with the secretary of the 
society, at least twenty-one days before the day on which 
they are desirous of being examined, together with answers 
to the questions as todue service. Prints of these questions 
may beobtained on application at the office of the society. 








Cuurt Papers. 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 


The Common Pleas Division of the High Court will sit 
from Wednesday, the 24th of November, until the 2nd of 
December, both inclusive. 

The Exchequer Division of the High Court will sit till 
the end of this week, and, if practicable, on Monday and 
Tuesday next, and from Friday, the 3rd of December, till 
the 11th of December, both inclusive. 

The Queen’s Bench Division will sit from Monday, the 
13th of December, till the 2ist of December, both in- 
dlusive. 

Rules or orders pending in one division will not be taken 
in either of the other divisions. 

Any motion in a new matter may be made in the division 
sitting, although the action or matter in which it is made is 
assigned to, oris in, one of the other divisions, and although 
it refers to business which has been assigned to a particular 
division. 

Cases set down in papers fora particular division will not 
be taken in either of the other divisions. 

Nov. 23, 1875. By the Court. 


Rota oF ReGISTRARS IN ATTENDARCOE ON 


Master oF SuE 
LLS. 

Mr. Merivale 
Milne 
Merivale 
Milne 
Milne 
Merivale 


V. C. Harz. 
Mr. Holdship 
Teesdale 
Holdship 
Teesdale 
Holdship 
Teesdale 


Court oF 
APPEAL. 
Mr. Leach 
Clowes 
Latham 
Clowes 
Lesch 
Latham 


V.C. Matrns. V.C. Bacon, 
Monday, Nov. 29 Mr. King Mr. Ward 
Tuesday .... 30 Farrer Pemberton 
Wed . 


Date. 


Monday, Nov. 29 
Tuesday .... 30 
Wednesday Dec. 1 
Thursday .... 2 
Friday ...... 3 
Saturday .... 4 


y 
nesday 
Thursday .... 
iday . 


King Ward 
Farrer Pemberton 
King Ward 

Farrer Pemberton 


THE WINTER CIRCUITS. 


Days and places appointed for holding special commis- 
sions of oyer and terminer and gaol delivery :— 
CHEsHIRE.— Wednesday, Dec. 15, at Chester Castle. 
Denzrsuire.—Friday, Dec. 10, at Derby. 
DurHam.—Saturday, Dec. 4, at Durham. 
Lztcesrersuire.—Monday, Dec. 13, at the Castle of 
ter. 


Borovcu or LetcestER.—The same day, at the borough of 

icester. 

Norraumpercanp.-—Monday, Nov. 29, at the Castle of 
Newcastle-upon-Tyne. 





Town or Newcastie-vron-Tynz.—The same day, at the 
Guildhall of the said town. 

County or SourHampton.— Monday, Dee. 6, at the Castle 
of Winchester. 

STarFoRDsHIRE.—Monday, Vec. 6, at Stafford. 

Wanrwicksaire.—Monday, Dec. 13, at Warwick. 

‘WonrcrsTERsHIRE.—Saturday, Dec. 18, at Woreester. 

Crry or Worcester.—The same day, at the city of 
Worcester. 

West Ripinc or YorxsHirE.—Monday, Nov. 29, at 
Leeds. 

The days appointed for holding special commissions of 
oyer and terminer, gaol delivery, and assize for the County 
Palatine of Lancaster are Wednesday, Nov. 24, at Manchester, 
and Saturday, Dec. 4, at Liverpool. 


LANCASHIRE WINTER ASSIZES, 1875. 


The commissions for holding these assizes will be opened 
at Manchester on Wednesday, the 24th of November, and at 
Liverpool on Saturday, the 4th of December. 

Causes for trial at Manchester can be entered provisionally 
at the office of the District Registrar and Deputy Associate, 
57, King-street, Manchester, on Monday and Tuesday, the 
22nd and 23rd of November, during office hours. 

Causes for trial at Liverpool can be entered provisionally 
at the office of the Prothonotary and Associate, 13, Harring- 
ton-street, Liverpool, on Thursday and Friday, the 2nd and 
3rd of December, during office hours. 

The entry of causes at Manchester and Liverpool respect- 
ively will commence at the assize courts, pr me ano and 
St. George’s Hall, Liverpool, immediately after the opening 
of the commissions, and will close at nine o’clock on the 
evening of the Commiesion day. 

The court will sit at Manchester on Thursday, the 25th 
of November, at eleven o'clock in the forenoon, and at 
ners on Monday, the 6th of December, at the same 

our. 

The trial of special jury causes will commence at Man- 
chester on Saturday, the 27th of November, at ten o’clock 
in the forenoon, and at Liverpool on Thursday, the 9th of 
December, at the same hour, unless the court shall other- 
wise order. 

A list of causes for trial at Manchester and Liverpool 
respectively each day (except the first) will be exhibited in 
the corridor of the court and in the library. 

By order of the judges. 
T. E. Pacer. 
Prothonotary and Associate. 
Prothonotary’s Office, Liverpool, 
11th November, 1875. 


LONDON BANKRUPTCY COURT. 


The Chief Judge will not sit on Monday, November 29, to 
hear appeals, but willsit for that purpose on Wednesday, De- 
cember 1, in the Vice-Chancellor's court and succeeding days 
up to and including Monday, December 6, on which last- 
mentioned day he will sit in this court. All parties having 
appeals entered must be ready to proceed. By Order. 

Lincoln's-inn-fields, 1875. 


COUNTY COURTS. 


I, the Right Honourable Hugh MacCalmont, Baron 
Cairns, Lord High Chancellor of Great Britain, do, under the 
powers vested in me by the County Court Rules, hereby 
order that the offices of the county courts may be closedon 
the 27th and 28th days of December, 1875. 2 

Given under my hand this 19th day of November, 1875, 

Carrns, C. 








PUBLIC COMPANIES. 


Nov. 26, 1875. 
INDIAN GOVERNMENT SECURITIES. 
tto 5 per Cent., July, "80, 108: Ditto,5§ per Cnt., May,'79 98 
ia Ditto. bebentares, « per Cents 
Ditto 4 per Ceat., Oob. "88, 104} April, "64 
Ditto, ditto, Certificates — Do.Do,5 per Cent,, Aug. "73 
Ditto Enfaced Ppr.,¢ per Cant.92 | Do, Bonds, 4 per Cent. £1000 
Qad. Bof.Pr.,5 pC.,Jan.’73 Ditto, ditto, uader £1000 
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RAILWAY STOCK. 





Railways. -|Closing Price. 





Bristol and Exeter .... 
Caledonian 
Glasgow and South-Western ...sosssesseee seeene 
Great Eastern Ordinary Stock ssessssssesseens| ! 
Stock/Great Northern ...... 
Do., A Stock* 
Great Southern and Western of Ireland ...... 
Great Western—Original.....ecceccesescoreees «| | 
Lancashire and Yorkshire 
Stock)London, Brighton, and South Coast . 
London, Chatham, and Dover...... 

London and North-Western .... 
London and South Western........000. R 
Manchester, Sheffield, and Lincoln ssscvseres 

Metropolitan 
k! Do., District ...... 
Midland 
North British 
Stock| North Eastern 
Stock! North London 
Stock) North Staffordshire ..... 
Stock South Devon vena 
Stock South-Eastern 


*A receives no dividend uatil 6 per cent. has been paid to B. 
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Money Market AND CiTY INTELLIGENCE. 

The Bank rate has not been altered this week, the rate 
still remaining at 3 per cent. In the foreign market Egy p- 
tian and Peruvian have both had a considerable rise, the 
former on the announcement that the British Govern ment 
had lent the Khedive £4,000,000 on the security of his 
Suez Canal shares. The home railway market has been 
flat, and prices all round are lower than last week. Consols 
closed at 943 to 95 for money and account. i 

The report of the Clerical Medical and General Life 
Assurance Society was presented at the fifty-first annual 
meeting of the society to-day. The report states that the 
new business consisted of 647 policies, assuring £341,475, and 

ielding £11,756 1s. 7d. in annual premiums. The revenue, 
th from interest and premiums, was considerably increased, 
and reached a total of £262,001 15s. 5d., and the assur- 
ance fund, augmented by the large surplus income of 
£70,711 12s. 7d., was raised to £2,015,889 16s. 10d. 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 
BIRTHS. 

JAcCKMAN—Nov. 13, at Lymington, Hants, the wife of Edwin 
Jackman, solicitor, of a son. 

Lex—Nov. 18, at 35, Connaught-square, the wife of L. Yate 
Lee, of Lincoln’s-inn, barrister-at-law, of a son. 

Pors—Nov. 23, at South Walk House, Dorchester, Dorsetshire, 
the wife of Alfred Pope, solicitor, of a son. 

Prion—Nov. 20, at Roxeth, Harrow, the wife of J. T. Prior, 
of Lincoln’s-inn, of a daughter. 

Youne—At Old Trafford, near Manchester, the wife of W. 
Eaton Young, of the Inner Temple, barrister-at-law, of a son. 


MARRIAGES, 

DANI£EL—CAMPBELL—Nov. 24, at the parish church, Dartford, 
Edward Morton Daniel, of 2, St. Mary’s-road, Westbourne- 

k, W., and 2, Middle Temple-lane, barrister-at-law, to 
lizabeth (Bessie), younger daughter of Andrew Campbell, 
of Heath Close, Dartford-heath. 

E1coop— Waricut—Nvv. 23, at South Collingham, Notts, 
Edgar John Elgood, of Lincoln’s-inn, barrister-at-law, son 
of J. G. Elgood, of Wimpole-street, London, to Margaret 
Cooper, younger daughter of the late Robert Milnes Wright. 

Rovunp—BarLow—Nov. 18, at All Saints’ Church, Knights- 
bridge, Douglass Round, M.A., of Lincoln’s-inn, son of the 
late Rev. James Thomas Round, B.D., of Colchester, to 
Cecilia Katherine, only daughter of Edmund Barlow, of 
Rutland-gate, Hyde-park, und of Hasketon, Suffolk. 

Wuitr—Byrron-Harnit—Nov. 18, at St. George’s, Hanover- 
square, William Henry White, of Williton and Minehead, 
Somerset, solicitor,to Emma Lee, only daughter of George 
Byron-Harril, late of Southampton. 


DEATH. 


Kinns—Nov. 21, at 9, Crawshay-road, North Brixton, Mr, 
George Henry K inns, solicitor, aged 38, 








LONDON GAZETTES. 


Soenmentennl 
Winding up of Joint Stock Companies. 
Faipay, Nov, 19, 1875. 
UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

Manchester and Milford Railway Company.—Creditors are, on op 
before Dec 16, to send to William Felix Poole, The Parade, 
then, the full particulars of their claims, Monday, Jan 10, at a, 
being the time appointed for adjudicating on the claims. 

: LiMiTED In Cuancary. 

Chiston Bank i Oompsny, Limited.—Petition for winding up, 
presented Noy 17, directed to be heard before V.C. Hall on Deg 3, 
Pyke and Co, Lincoln’s inn fields, agents for Joels, Newcastle-upon- 
Tyne, solicitors for the petitioners. 

East Norfolk Tramway Company, Limited.—The M.R, has fixed Noy 
27, at 11, at his chambers, for the appointmant of an official liquida. 


tor. 

Llynvi Valley Colliery Company, Limited.—By an order made by 
V.C. Malins, dated Nov 12, it was ordered that the above com 
be wound up. Clarke and Co, Lincoln’s inn fields, agents for Fi 
and Co, Bristol, solicitors for the petitioners, 

Ouseburn Engine Works Company, Limited.—V.C. Bacon has fixed Noy 
12, at his chambers, for the appointment of an official liquidator, 

Pavy’s Patent Felted Fabric Company, Limited.—V.C. Malinshas 
Nov 29, at 12, for the appointment of an official liquidator. 

Taurine Company, Limitea.—Petition for winding up, presented Noy 
18, directed to be heard before the M.R. on Nov 27. Wynna, Chan- 
cery lane, agent for Simpson and North, Liverpool, solicitors for the 
petitioners. 

Tinfoil Decorative Painting Cempany, Limited (not Pinfoil).—By an 
order made by V.C. Bacon, dated Nov 6, it was ordered that the 
above company be wound up. Raven and Co, Queen Victoria st, 
solicitors for the petitioner. : 

Vale of Neath Colliery Company, Limited.—By an order made by 
V.C. Bacon, dated Nov 6, it was ordered that the above company be 
wound up. Bradley, Mark lane, solicitor for the petitioner. 


Turspay, Nov. 23, 1875. 
Limirep In CHANCERY. 

Brannon’s Patent Fireproof, Sanitary, and Permanent Works Com. 
pany, Limited.—The M.R. has fixed Dec 3, at 11, for the appointment 
of an official liquidator, 

Bristish, Colonial, and Foreign Property Insurance Corporation, 
Limited.—The M.R. has fixed Dec 1, at 11, at his chambers, for the 
appointment of an official liquidator. 

Carmarthenshire Anthracite Coal aod Iron Company, Limited. —Peti- 
tion for winding up, p d Nov 22, directed to be heard before 
the M.R. on Dec 4. Walters and Gush, Finsbury circus, solicitors 
for the petitioners. 

Christon Bank Colliery Company, Limited.—Petition for winding up, 
presented Nov 17, directed to be heard before V.C. Hall on Dec 3, 
Pyke and Co, Lincoln’s inn fields, agents for Joels, Newcastle-upon- 
Tyne, solicitors tor the petitioners. 

Court Grange Silver Lead Mines Company, Limited.—Petition for 
winding up, presented Nov 17, directed to be heard before V.C, 
Malins on De: 3. Reed and Lovell, Guildhall chambers, solicitor 
for the petitioner. 

North Yorkshire Iron Company, Limited.—Petition for winding up, 
presented Nov 20, directed to be heard before V.C. Hall on Dec 3, 
Duignan and Smiles, Bedford row, agents for Duignan and Co, Walsall 
solicitors for the petitioners. 

People’s Gardeu Company, Limited.—By an order made by the M.R., 
dated Nov 13, it was ordered that the above company be wound up. 
Digby and Liddle, Circus place, solicitors for the petitioner. 

Port of London Wharfage and Warehouses Company, Limited.—By an 
order made by V.C. Malins, dated Nov 12, it was ordered that the 
voluntary winding up of the above companybe continued. Chubb, 
Pancras lane, solicitor for the petitioner. 

Surrey Gardens, Limited.—By an order made by V.C. Hall, dated Nor 
15, it was ordered that the above company be wound up, Haynes, 
Ir ger Jane, solicitor for the petitioner. 

United Bituminous Collieries Company, Limited.—By an order made 
by V.C. Bacon, dated Nov 13, it was ordered that the above company 
be wound up. Sceil, George st, Mansion House, solicitor for the 
petitioner. 








County Patatine or LANcCASTaR, 

T. Oakes Condliff Beer and Aerated Water Company, Limited.—Petl- 
tion for winding up, presented Nov 20, directed to be heard before 
the V.0, at St George’s Hall, Liverpool, on Weduesday, Dec 1. Etty, 
Liverpool, solicitor for the petitioner, 


Friendly Societies Dissolved. 
TvEspay, Nov. 23, 1875, 
Lily of Avon Lodge, Rolling Mill Inn, Cwm Avon, Glamorgan. Nov 17 


Creditors under Estates in Chancery, 
Last Day of Proof. 
Tuxepayr, Nov 16, 1875. 
Allscombe, John, Cuwfold, Sussex, Farmer. Dec 10, Anscombe v Ben- 
ford, V.C. Hall. Bertie and Drawbridge, Great James st, Bedford- 


row 

Beisley, Charles, Preston Crowmarsh, Oxford, Gent. Decl6. Beisley 
v Lawrence, M.R. Hedges, Wullingford 

Garsed, James, Sowerby bridge, York, Woollen Manufacturer. Dec 13. 
Thwaite v Oldroyd, V-C. Bacon. England, Halifax 

Harrison, Thomas, Lofthouse, York, Gent. Dec 13, Warren v Dibb, 
V.C, Malina, Kershaw, Manchester 

Roe, George, Park villa, Park rd, Holloway, Engineer. Dee 13. Roe 
v Roe, V.C. Malina. Cooper, Gresham House, Uld Broad st 

Smith, James, Cawood, York, Draper. Dec 15. Elston vy Smith, V.C. 
Malins, Weddall, Selby 

Turner, George Augustus Joseph, Ipswich, Suffolk, Auctioneer. Dec 
14. Spalding v Turner, M.K. Pollard, Ipawich 

Vaughan, Wiliam Robin, Liverpool, Gent. Dec 6. Vaughan ¥ 
v Smith, V.C. Bacon. Harvey and Co, Liverpool 

Wyche, Thomas Singleton, sise lane, Wine Merchant. Dec 14. Wych 
v Wyche, M.R. Shaen, Bedford row 
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Farivar, Nov 19, 1875, 

Blakeley, Sarah Ann, Bowers Gifford, Essex. Dec 20. Garwood v 
Blakeley, V.C. Bacon. Woodard, Ingram court, Fenchurch st 

Levy, Moss Barnet, St Alban’s place, Haymarket, Clergyman. Dec 13. 
Sawuel v Levy, V.C. Hall. Hogan, Martin’s lane, Cannon st 

Parsons, William Henry, Cow Cross st, Wholesale Butcher. Dec 6. 
Parsons v Skinner, V.C. Bacon. Hubbard, West Smithfield 

Strettell, Mary, Nice, France. Dec 31. Strettell v The Royal Asylum 
of St Ann’s Society, M.R. James, lincoln’s inn fields 

Waller, Joseph, Ipswich, Suffolk, Butcher. Dec 11. Waller v Waller, 
V.C. Malins. Jackaman, Ipswich ‘ 

Willett, Thomas, Chesterton, Cambridge, Retired Brewer, Dec 6. 
Willett vy Holder, V.C. Bacon. Ellison, Cambridge 


Oreditors under 22 & 23 Viot. cap. 35. 
; Last Day of Claim. 


Tvespay, Nov 16, 1875. 
Atkinson, Thomas, St Nicholas, Devon, Esq. 
Firth, Ashburton 
Child, William, Vernhams Dean, Hants. Feb1. Lamb, Andover 
Coard, Henry, Commercial rd east, Corn Dealer. Jan}. Thompson 
and Son, Cornhill 
Coutts, Charles Augustus, Crown court, Aldersgate st, Stationer. Dec 
16, Camp, Union Bank buildings, Ely place 
Dawson, Thomas, Acie, Norfolk, Yeoman. Dec 20, Culley, Norwich 
Dentry, Jokn, Margate, Kent, Schoolmaster. Dec 3!. Brooke, Mar- 


Dec 22. Caunter and 


gate 

Fox, James, Lynton rd, Bermondsey,Gent. Dec 12. Miller and Wig- 
gins, Copthall conrt, Throgmorton st 

Gabriel, Michael, Upper Woburn place, Russell square, Esq. Jan 1. 
Harris, Moorgate st 

Hampton, George William, Upton House, Romford rd, nr Stratford, 
Dec 31. Beck, East India avenue, Leadenhall st 

Hampton, Thomas, Birmingham, Gent. Feb 10. Baker, Birmingham 

Lamb, Matilda, Cheltenh Gl ter. Dec20. Ticehurst and 
Sons, Cheltenham 

McLean, Andrew, Clifton, Bristol, Gent. 
Anson, Bristol 

Miller, Benjamin, Denmark ;hill, Camberwell, Surgeon. 
Miller and Wiggins, Copthall court, Throgmorton st 

Miller, Rowland, Denmark hill, Camberwell, Gent. Dec 12, Miller 
and Wiggins, Coptball court, Throgmorton st 

Morson, Rev James Collin Francis, Cowbridge, Glamorgan. Dec 13. 
Rees, Cowbridge 

——— er Oak House, Feltham hill. Dec 25. Hopgcod, White- 

all place 

Pilbeam, Harriet Maria, Brighton, Sussex. Nov 30, Miller and Wig- 
gins, Copthall court, Throgmorton s¢ 

Pritchard, saan Peegnm, Ledbury, Hereford, Coal Merchant. Jan 
1. Piper, Ledbufy 

Ridler, John, Hounslow, Middlesex, Gent. Dec 12. Millerand Wiggins, 
ge court, Throgmorton st 

Smith, Ann, Garforth, York. Dec 20. Weddall and Parker, Selby 

Taylor, Richard, North Shields, Northumberland, Sbip Owner, 
18, Purvis, South Shields 

Tennant, John Langley, Greatham, Durham, Gent. Dec3l. Brunton, 
West Hartlepool 

Vidler, Jomima, Bighton, Hants. Dec 12. Adams and Moberly, Alres- 


— Jabez, Guisely, York, Cloth Manufacturer. Dec10. Siddall, 

ey 

am, Elias, Ilminster, Somerset, Baker. Dec 1. Paull, Ilmin- 
ater , 

Webb. Benjamin, Englefield, Berks, Gent. Dec 2l, Brown, Maiden- 





O’Donohue and 


Dec 12. 


Dec 20. 


Dec 


ead 
— William Burit, Lowestoft, Suffolk, Engineer. Chater, Lowes- 
Dec 31. 


Witt, John Charles, Clare Hall, Upper Norwood, Gent. 
Harben, Ludgate hill 
Fripary, Nov 19, 1875. 
Allen, Diana, Lindfield, Sussex. Jan}. Cockburn, Brighton 
Bower, Richard, Melcombe Regir, Dorset, Esq. Jan 5, Steggall and 
Hooper, Melcombe Regis 
» James. South § hields, Durham, Blacksmith. Nov 380. Bell, 
South Shields 
Carpenter, Edward Chorles, Mildenhall Fen, Suffolk, Farmer. Dec 24. 
n and Son, Mildenhall 
Davies, Robert, Macclesfield, Cheshire, Plumber. Deo 20. 
hurst and Co, Macclesfield 
» Beata, Kensington gardens square, School Proprietress. Dec 


3}, Anna Roth, Kensington gardens square 
= John, Chester, |Head Muster. Dec 17. Parry and Gamon, 
r 


Follit, John, Munster House, Fulham, Stock Broker. Lewin 
and Oo, Southampton st, Strand 
i oe Perran-Uthnoe, Cornwall, Farmer. Dec li. Grylls and 
n 


A to 
Fornivall, Edward Thomas, Egham, Surrey, Surgeon. Dec 24. Daven- 
port, Ely aes, one at De 
ves, John, Sunninghill, Berke, Esq. Jan 1. Rushton and Co 
Bolton-le-Moo “4 gail, » 48 q, an us ’ 
wit among George, Adelaide, South Australia, Esq. Jan 31. 
Jackson, Thomas Riley, Southport, Lancashire, Dec 24. Grundy and 
Manchester 


Dec 31, 
Kenneay, Angus, West Ham, Essex, Surgeon. Dec 31, Elmslie and 
all 9 
» John Henry, Crown court, Old Broad st, Gent. Jan 19. 
and Co, Bishoprgate st within 
bone Somes, Smailheath, Birmingham, Gent. Dec 31. Griffin, 
Birm a 
Noyce, Samuel Senior, Downton, Wilts, Shopkeeper. Dec 31, Kelsey 
and Son, we 
p Praneia, ‘all mall, Esq. Dec3i. Biowitt and Tyler, New 


Brockle- 


Jan}. 


James, Sutton common, Surrey, Gent. Routh and 


Stacey, Southampton st, Bloomsbury 





Scott, Joseph, Wandsworth, Surrey, Cooper. Decis. Wilkins and 
Blyth, St Swithin’s lane 

Snell, John, Leeds, Cloth Finisher, Jan}. Spirett, Leeds 

Snell, Sarah, Leeds. Janil. Spirett, Leeds 

Sparkes, John Morse, Harewood hill, Durham, Gent. Dec 18. Bowes 
and Hett, Darlington 

Thomas, William, Newport, Salop, Esq. Dec 1. 
Free Grammar school, Newport 

Townsend, Caroline, Clifton, Bristol. Dec 21. 

Townsend, Louisa, Clifton, Bristol. Dec 21. 

Tyler, William, Upper Tulse hill, Gent. Dec 31. 
lane, Cannon st 

Underwood, Augusta Bella Charlotte, Hounslow, Middlesex. Jan 1. 
Woodbridge, Clifford’s inn 

be Benjamin, Englefield, Berks, Gent. Dec 21. 

ead 

Wright, Matthew, Stockton, Durhan, Innkeeper. Jan 1, Newby and 

Co, Stockton 


Thomas Collins, 


Livett, Bristol 
Livett, Bristol 
Baker and Co, Cloak 


Brown, Maiden- 


Tuxspar, Nov. 23, 1875, 
Atbawes, Samuel Char!es, Eaton Farm, ur Abingdon, Berks, 
Athawes, Mursley, Winslow, Bucks 
Berriman, Harriott Sarah, Queen’srd, Peckham. Dee 20, 
Bishopsgate st within 
Berry, Edmund, Leyland, Lancashire, Gent. Deel. 
Co, Preston 
Brown, John, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Cutler. Dec 31. 
castle-upon-Tyne 
Brown, Mary, Sandown Bay, Isle of Wight. Janl. Walls and Co, 
Queen Vietoria st 
Burks, James, Miliman’s row, Chelsea, Gent: Dec 31. Miller and Son, 
King st, St James’s square 
Clarke, Joseph, Derby. Jan 18. Shaw, Wardwick, Derb 
Crouch, George, Shefford, Bedford, Farmer. Dec 16, 
Jan 31, 


Dec 24, 
Beldan” 
Charnley and 
Watson, New- 


y 

Wade-Gery, 
Shefford 

Evans, William, Rossett, Denbigh, Farmer. James, Wrex- 

am 

Fisher. William Henry, Hulme, Manchester, Gent. Dec24. Diggles 
and Ogden, Manchester 

Fitzgerald, Eleanor Ann, Burton st, Burton crescent. Dec 3l. Yarde 
and Loader, Raymond buildings, Gray’s inn 

Flack, John, Cambridge, Boot Maker. Jan 20. Whitehead, Cambridge 

Fritchley, Charles, Sutton st. Commercial rd east, Licensed Victualler, 
Jan 1, Scott, College st, Cannon st 

Glenny, Francis, Chadwell heath, Essex, Farmer. Hilleary, 
Fenchurch buildings 

Hindley, Edwin Casson, Southport, Lancashire, Gent. Dec 31. Payne 
and Son, Liverpool 

Jones, Mary Ann, Leominster, Hereford. Jan 17. Sale, Leominister 

Kean, Thomas, Coatham, York, Gent, Dec15. Dodds and Co, Stock~ 


ton-on-Tees 

Lyons, Elien, Liverpool. Dee 31. Payne and Son, Liverpool 

Massey, John, Cambridge, Curator. Jan 20. Whitehead, Cambridge 

Moore, Ann Moore, Wimborne Minster, Dorset. Dec19. Rawlins 
and Son, Wimborne Minster 

Murray, Margaret, Thurloe square, South Kensington. Janl. Bever- 
idge, Abingdon st, Westministar 

Parsons, Phesbe, Penn st, Hoxton. 
wick place, City rd 

Peek,. George William, Water lane, Homerton, Provision Merchant. 
Dec 8i. Harling, Fieet st 

Price, Edward, Kemys Commander, Monmouth, Farmer. Feb 2. Gus- 
tard, Usk 

Smith, William Gotley, Rudgway, Gloucester, Farmer. Dec 21. Salt 
and Parnell, Bristol 

Spink, George, Bradley terrace, Wandsworth rd, Licensed Victualler. 
Jan 1, Child, Paul’s Bakehouse court, Doctors’ commons 

Wocdeock, William, St John’s rd, Brixton, Engineer. Dec 31. Belk 
and Co, Queen Victoria st 

Woodman, Philip, Pangbourne, Berks. 
Wycombe 

Wrieglesworth, William, Stockton-on-Tees, Durham, Innkeeper. Dec 
23. Hunton and Bolsover, Stockton 


Jani. 


Dec 31. Mills and Lockyer, Bruna- 


Dec 31. Clarke, High 


Bankrupts. 
Farivar, Nov. 19, 1875. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London. 
Berger, Aloise, and Charles Berger, King’s@Arms yard, Merchants. 
Pet Nov 17. Spring-Rice. 7 at 12.30 
Hellyer, Frederick, Russell st, Blackwall, Ship’s Carver. Pet Nov 16. 
Hazlitt, Decl attl 
Spencer, Oliph Leigh, Lisle st, Leicester square, Merchant. Pet Nov 
17. Spring’Rice. Dec 7 at 11.30 
Vandeleur, Charies, and Arthur Walker, Upper Thames st, Drysalters. 
Pet Oct 29. Spring-Rice. Nov 30 ac2 


To Surrender in the Country. 

Dawson, Charies, Waterbeach, Cambridge, Coprolite Merchant. 
Nov 15. Haden. Cambridge, Dec 3 at 12,30 

King, Charles, Shefford, Bedford, brewer. Pet Nov 15. Pearse. Bed- 
ford, Dec 6 at 10.30 

Spence, Samuel John, Kingston-upon-Hull, Tobacconist. Pet Nov 17. 
Roltitt. Kingston-upon-Hull, Dec 8 at 2.30 

Stout, James, Acie, Norfolk. Pet Nov 16, Cooks. Norwich, Dec 20 


at2 

Sugden, William, Howden, York, Plumber. Pet Nov 17. Rollit. King- 
sion-upon-Hull, Dec 8 at 2 

Walker, Charles William, Bradford, York. Pet Nov 12. Robinson. 
Bradford, Dec 3 at 9 


Torspay, Nov. 23, 1875, 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Re gistrar, 
To Surrender in London, 
Buxbaum, George, Wilson st, Finsbury, Fancy Goods Merchant, Pet: 
Nov 19. Keene, Dee 10 at 12.30 


Pet 
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Duddy, George Frederick, Whitehall, Refreshment Purveyor. Pet Nov 
19, Keene. Dec 10at Il 
Hammon, Edwin, Charlton st, Somers town, Pai nter. Pet Nov 17. 
Spring-Rice. Dec 7 at 11 
i) om Strand, Perfumer. Pet Nov 16. Spring-Rice. 
Tatil 


To Surrender in the Country. 

Armstrong, William, Alfreton, Derby, Tailor. Pet Nov 17. Weller. 
Derby, Dec 10 at 12 

Farr, Samuel, West Alvington, Devon, Builder, Pet Nov18. Edmonds. 
East Stonehouse, Dac 9 at 12 

Hopkins, William, Aberdare, Glamorgan, Haberdasher. Pet Nov 19. 
Rees. Aberdare, Dec 4 at 12 

Jarvis, William Charles, Tandridge, Surrey. Pet Nov 15. Rowland, 
Croydon, Dec 3 at 2 

McRae, John Edward, Birmingham, Provision Dealer. Pet Nov 18. 
Cole. Birmingham, Dec 4 at 11 

Turner, Walter John, Bedford hill terrace, Balham. Pet Nov 16. 
Willoughby. Wandsworth, Dec 10 at 11 

Van Haagen, James William Folkert, Meyrick rd, Clapham Junction, 
Licensed Victualler. Pet Nov 16. Willoughby. Wandsworth, Dec 


10 at 10 
BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Tugspay, Nov. 23, 1875. 
Morgan, Henry, Wells, Somerset, Pork Butcher. Nov 13 


Liquidation by Arrangement. 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS, 
Farpay, Nov. 19, 1875. 

Aarons, David, Limehouse causeway, Boot Daaler. Nov 29 at 10 at 
offices of Dobson, Leman st 

Adams, John, Cardington st, Euston square, Cab Proprietor. Dec 1 at 
10 at offices of Reader, Gray's inn square 

Atherton, Richard, Pemberton, Lancashire, Blacksmith. Dec 3 at 11 
at offices of Byrom, King st, Wigan 

Aykroyd, Elkannah, Leeds, York, General Dealer. Dec 2 at 1l at 
offices of Rhodes, Duke st, Bradford 

Bell, James, Lincoln, Leather Merchant# Dec 4 at 11 at offices of 
Toynbee and Larken, Bank at, Lincoln 

Blackmore, Eliza, King’s rd, Camden town, Lime Merchant. Dec 8 
at 12 at offices of Bolton, Gray’s inn square 

Booth, Thomas, Castle Northwich, Cheshire, Joiner. Nov 30 at 3 at the 
Crown and Anchor Hotel, Northwich. Green and Dixon, Northwich 

Bostock, James, Nottingham, Grocer. Dec 1 at 3 at offices of Belk, 
Middle pavement, Nottingham 

Bowden, Thomas, Kearsley, Lancashire, Boot Maker. Decl at 3 at 
offices of Rutter, Mawdsley st, Bolton : 

Bowker, Henry Slater, and James Nightingale, Blackburn, Lancashire, 
Cotton Manufacturers. Dec 3 at 8 at offices of Smith, Brown st, Man- 
chester. Hall, Blackburn : 

Branson, John, Rockingham, Northampton, Farmer. Dec 6 at 3 at 
offices of Green, Market square, Northampton 

Braund, James, Birmingham, Painter. Nov 29 at 3 at offices of Parry, 
Benneti’s hill, Birmingham 

Bridge, David Clarke, Barnsley York, Beerhouse Keeper. Dec 2 at 3 
at the Royal Hotel, Church st, Barnsley. Marshall and Ownsworth 

Brock, James, Wharf, Amberley rd, Paddington, Contractor. Nov 29 
at 3 at offices of Green, Queen st 

‘Broughton, Roger, Nelson in Marsden, Lancashire, Cotton Manufac- 
turer. Dec 7 at 3 at offices of Hartley, Nicholas st, Burnley 

Burton, Jonathan, Nottingham, Lace Manufacturer. Dec 3 at 12 at 
Offices of Acton, Victoria st, Nottingham 

Cape, Jamer, Bradford, York, Wine Merchant. Nov 30 at 10.30 at 
offices of Rawson and Co, Piccadilly, Bradford 

Charman, Thomas Jackson, Birkenhead, Ironfounder. Dec 9 at 2 at 
offices of Fowler, Cable st, Liverpool 

Cohen, Abraham, Goulston st, Whitechapel, Tailors’ Cutter. Dec 4 at 
11 at offices ot Beard and Son, Basinghall st 

Cotton, Thomas, Lowestoft, Suffolk, Painter. Dec 1 at 12 at offices of 
Seago, Hign st, Lowesto‘t 

‘Cowling, Arthur Blaxill, Huntingfield, Suffolk, Grocer. Dec 3 at2 at 
offices of Kent, St Andrew’s Hall plain, Norwich 

Darvell, James, Maidstone, Kent, Innkeeper. Dec 2 at 12 at offices of 
Goodwin, Mill st, Maids‘one 

Davis, Berpard, Euston rd, Jeweller. Dec 14 at 3 at the Jamaica 
Tavern, St Michael’s alley, Cornhil). Crook and Smith, Fenchurch st 

Damwmer, William, Greenwich, Kent, Dyer. Dec 4 at 3 at offices of 
Sherwood, King William st, Strand 

\Edmunds, James, Birmingham, Commission Agent. Nov 26 at 3 at 
offices of Hudgson, Waterloo st, Birmingham 

Ellis, William, Chester, Tailor. Dec 2 at 2,39 at the Clarence Hotel, 
Spring gardens, Manchester. Bridgmananad Co 
Francis, William, Limpsfield, Surrey, Carpenter. Nov 29 at 3 at the 
Bull Inn, Limpefield. Cooper, Chancery lane 

Goodchiid, Joseph William Merry, Rawtensta'l, Lancashire, Sewing 
Machine Dealer. Dec 6 at 3 at offices of Boote and Edgar, George 
st, Manchester 

Goodwin, William, Buxton, Derby, Coach Builder. Nov 24 at 11 at 
offices of Hampson and Walmsley, King st, Manchester 

‘Greaves, Jonn Thomas, Stanley rd, Hackney, Carpenter. Nov 29 at 3 
offices of Cooper, Chancery lane 

Green, George, Brighton, Sussex, Grocer. Dec 6 at 3 at offices of Fox 
and Co, Middle st, Brighton, Knight, Basinghali st 

Griffin, George Edward, York st, London rd, Southwark, Manufacturer 
of Chemical Boiler Composition. Dec 3 at 3 at the Auction Mart, 
Tokenhouse yard. Batt, Walbrook 

Hadfield, Samuel, jun, Derby, Silk Throwster. Dec 14 at 2 at offices of 
Moody, Corn Market, Derby 

Hall, Alfred Edward, Birmingham, Ironfounder. Dez 2 at 12 at offices 
of Ladbury, Newhall st, Birmingham 

Hanson, John, West Bromwich, Stafford, C othes Dealer. Dec 6 at 11 
at offices of Wilson, Bennett’s hill, Birmingham. Simmons, Birming- 


Henkel, Frederick William, Great Tower st, Importer of Foreign 
Goods. Dec 7 at 12 at offices of Crump, Philpot lane 
Herbert, William, jun, Coleford, Gloucester, Draver. Dec 2 at 2 at 
esol Baraard and Co, Albion coambers, Bristul. Brittan and Co, 
risto! 3 





maa, Ejward, Overton, York, Coal Miner. Dac 4 at ll at offices © 


ringer, Ossett 

Holland, Ann Richards, Bath, Somerset, Lodging House Kesper. Dee 
10 at 11 at offices of Collins, Abbey Churchyard, Bath 

Hopton, Alfred, Great Tower st, Wine Merchant. Decl6 at 2 at offices 
of Aird, Eastcheap 

Isherwood, Henry Cairteen, Manchester, Estate Agent. Dic 2at3 at’ 
offices of Edwards and Bintiliff, Cheapside, Manchester 

Jarratt, Thomas, Manchester, Boot Factor. Dec 6 at 3 at offices of 
Sampson, South King st, Manchester 

Jones, David, Rhondda Valley, Glamorgan, Mason, Dz:c 2 at 10.30 at 
the New Inn Hotel, Market st, Pontypridd. Jones, Aberystwith 

Jones, William, Liverpool, Shipwright. Dac 2 at 2 at offices of Gibson 
and Bolland, South John st, Liverpool. Simpson ani North, Liver. 


1 

Kable, Henry, Great Yarmouth, Norfolk, Window Blind Manufacturer, 
Dec9 at 12 at offices of Blake, Hall Quay chambers, Great Yar- 
mouth. Holt, Great Yarmouth 

Kendall, William, West Hartlepool, Durham, Plumber. Decl at 12 at 
offices of Simpson, Church st, West Hartlepool 

Langford, William Henry, Wisbech, Cambridge, Chemist, Dec 2 at 2 
at offices of Taylor and Co, Furnival’s inn, Holborn, Ollard, Wisbech 

Leach, John, and Jonathan Leach, Bradford, York, Worsted Manu- 
facturers. Dec 4 at 10 at offices of Hutchinson, Piccadilly, Bradford 

Lewis, Edward Pettigrew, Liverpool, Wine Merchant. Dec 8 at 3 at 
otfices of Gibson and Bolland, South John st, Liverpool. Lawrence 
and Dixon, Liverpool 

Llovd, Thomas Howell, Neyland, Pembroke, Draper. Nov 30 at 12 at 
offices of Huim, Main st, Pembroke 

Miles, George, jan, Burnham, Somerset, Butcher. Dac 2 at 1% at offices 
of Chapman, King st, Bridgewater 

Miller, William, Chesterfield, Derby, Draper. Nov 26 at 12.30 at the 
Albert Hall, Fargate, Sneffield. Broomhead and Co, Sheffield 

Mills, Robert, Stockton-on-Tees, Durham, Woollen Draper. Nov 39 at 
2.30 at Bell's West Riding Hotel, Wellington st, Leeds. Thompson, 
Stockton-on-Tees 

Mitchell, John Edwin, Sonierland, Durham, Jeweller. Dec 2 at IL at 
offices of Oliver and Botterel!, John st, Sunderland 

Newman, Henry, and Samuel Newman, Winchester, Builders. Dec 2 at 
12 at the Dolphin Hotel, High st, Southampton. Coxwell and Co, 
Southampton 

Noble, David, Potton, Bedford, Grocer. Dec 4 at 11 at offices of Raynes, 
Potton 

O’Connor, Patrick, Liverpool, Baker. Decl at 3 at offices of Teebay 
and Lynch, Sweeting st, Liverpool 

Oppenheim, Leopoid, Great St Helen’s, Havannah Cigar [mporter. Dee 
2 at 2 at offices of Spyer and Soa, Winchester House, Old Broad st 

Osborne, Thomas Westwood, Birmingham, Tia Plate Worker. Dec 1 
at 12 at offices of Hawkesand We:kes, Temple st, Birminghan 

Owen, George, Darlington, Durham, Beerhouse Keeper, Dec 1 at IL 
at offices of Robinson, Chancery lane, Darlington 

Perrin, Peter, Wellingborough, Northampton, Shoe Mannfacturer. Nov 
29 at 12 at offices of Barniam aad Heary, High st, Wellingborough 

Perry, Georze, Birmingham, Butcher. Nov 27 at 10.15 at oifices of 
East, Eldon chambers, Cuerry st, Birmingham 

Pitts, John, Hunslet, nr Geeds, L'censei Victualler. Dec 1 at Il at 
offices of Rooke and Midgley, White Horse st, Boar lane, Leeds 

Powlett, Barton William, Crickhowell, Brecon, Esq. Dac 14 at 2 at the 
London Tavern, Bishopsgate st withiu, Ciarkes aad Co, Gresaam 
House, Old broad st 

Prowse, William, High st, Camden town, Surgeon. Dec 6 at 2 at offices 
of Pedley, Bush lane 

Puilan, Frederica William, Starbeck, York, Hotel Keeper. Nov 30 at 
12 at offices of Kirby and Sons, Knaresborougn 

Rapley, George, Henfield, Sussex, Farmer. Dec 6 at 12 at offices of 
Webb, Union st, Ship st, Brighton 

Read, William, New Hampton, Middlesex, Builder. Dec 13 at 3at the 
Cricketers’ Inn, Fairfield, Kingston. Marshall 

Richardson, Joseph, Dewsbury, York, Fruit Dealer. Dec 2 at 3 at oflees 
of Shaw, Bond st, Dewsbury 

Riedlinger, William, Leadenhall st, Confectioner. Dec 1 at 2 at offices 
of Elborough, King’s Arms yard 

Rumbol!, Frederick, Mangotsfield, Gloucester, Brick Manufacturer. 
Nov 30 at 12 at offices of Murly and Sons, Old Post O‘ice chambers, 
Bristol 

Sargent, George, Great Yarmouth, out of business, Des t at 12 at 
offices of Blake, Hall Quay chambers, Great Yarmouta. Sadd and 
Linay, Norwich 

Scl , Max Benjamin, Upper Thamesst, Merchant. Dec 2 at 3 at 
the Guildhal! Coffee House, Gresham sc. Lumley aad Lumlsy, Vid 
Jewry chambers 

Shepherd, Robert, High st, Wimbledon, Draper. Dec 2 at 3 at o ices 
of Moore, Chancery lane 

Steele, Joho, Stretford, Lancashire. Bricklayer. Des | at 3 at offices of 
Duckworth, Brown st, Manchester 

Stevenson, Edward Join, Norwich, Hors2 Dealer. Nov 26 at (2 at the 
office of the Registrar of the Court, Radwell st, Norwich 

Strong, Felix, Vola Bath square, Clerkeawell, Stereotyper. Dec 1 at 
3 at otices of Cooper, Chancery lane 

Taylor, William, Manchester, Jeweller. Nov 30 at 3 at the Falstaff 
Hotel, Market place, Manchester, Ward, Manchester 

Teagle, Arthur, Startley, Wilts, Butchar. Nov 30 at 12 at the Angel 
Inn, Chippenham. Wood, Chippenhan 

Toms, Char‘es, Nottingham, Licensed Victualler. Dac 6 at 3 at offices 
of Acton, Victoria st, Nottingham 

Walton, John, Barrow-in-Furness, Lancashire, Coal Dealer. Dec 1 at 
11 at Sharp’s Hotel, Strand, Barrow-ia-Furness, Taylor, Barrow-in- 





Furness 

Washington, George, Longsight, nr Manchester, C issi 
Dec 3 at 3 at offices of Samvson, South King at, Maachester 

Watson, George Sanders on, Scarborouga, York, Tailor, Nouv 30 at 2 at 
ottices of Richardson, Queen st, Scarborough 

Wickert, Christian, Exsec rd, Islington, Baker’s Manager. Dec 3 at 4 
at offices of Price, Walbrook ‘ 

Willows, Laws Freterick, Leadenhall st, Refrashment House Keeper. 
Dec 2 at 3 at offices of Woot and Hare, Basingha | st 

Yule, James,and Alexander Hutchinson Yale, Fenchursh st, Mere 
chants. Dec 2 at 2 at offices of Phelps and Sidgwick, Gresham 8 


Agent. 
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Toxspar, Nov 23, 1875. 
silen, Michael, Aston-jaxta-Birmingham, Journeyman Beok- 
clasp Maker. Dec 6 at 2 at offices of Burton, Union passage, Bir- 


jrmstor, Thomas, Rotherham, York, Builder. Nov 30 at 10.30 at 
offices of Badgers and Rhodes, High st, Rotherham 
, John Robinson, Dudley, Worcester, Cabinet Maker. Dec 1 
at 12 at the Star and Garter Hotel, Victoria st, Wolverhampton. 
Stokes, Dadley , 
Axellzon, Matthew Griswood, Kingston-upon-Hull, EngineSmith, Dee 
Jat 3 at offices of Laverack, Land of Green Ginger, Kingston-apon- 


a Teemnss Brain, Lowestoft, Suffolk, Tailor. Dec 7 at 1l at 23, 

John William st, Huddersfield, Nicholson, Lowestoft 
er, William, Scockton-on-Tees, Durham, Photographer. Dec 7 at 

Jat Abbott s Railway Hotel, York. Draper, Stockton-on-Tees 

Balsiger, John Charles, Liverpool, Restaurant Keeper. Dec 8 at 3 at 
offices of Lupton, Harring on et, Liverpool 

Bark, Thomas Gerrard, Liverpool, Provision Broker. Dec 6 at 2 at 
offices of Sheen and Broadhurst, North John st, Liverpool. Bell- 
ringer, Liverpool 

Barlow, Samuel, Sheffield, Accountant. Nov 30 at 2.30 at offices of Bad- 

and Rhodes, Castle st, Sheffield 

Barton, Alfred Thomas, anc Thomas Henry Golding, Water lane, 
Licensed Lightermen, Dec 7 at 2 at offices of Moore, Mark lane 

Bennett, James, Southampton, Carman. Dec 7 at3 at offices of Shutte, 
Portland st, Southampton 

Bland, William John, Crutched friars, Merchant's Clerk. Dec 4 at 11 
at offices of Watney and Tilleard, Clement’s lane 

Bosomworth, William Edward, Norton, York, Innkeeper. Dec 8 at 3 
at the Railway Hotel, Norton. Walker and Langhorne, Molton 

Bowley, William, Aston, nr Birmingham, Builder. Dec 4 at 12 at offices 
of Ladbury, Newhall st, Birmingham 


Balk, 


Nottingham 

Johnson, John, Wigan, Lancashire, Sidiier, Dac 8 at 3 at 3, King st, 
Wigan. Darlington and Sons 

Johnston, William, Liverpooi, Grocer, 
Harrington st, Liverpool 

Jones, David, and Edward Jones, Rheidol terrace, Islington, out of 
business. Dec 4 at 3 at offices of Evans und Eagles, John st, Bedford 


row 

Jones, Martha, Clevedon, Somerset, Hotel Keeper. Dec :4 at 12 at 
the Talbot Hotel, Victoria st 

Joyce, Edward Darroch, Great Winches‘er st, Marchant, Dec 7 at2 at 
23, Great Winchestzr st. Wilson and Co, Coptha!! baildings 

Kasper, Michel, Leadenhall st, Merchant's Clerk. Dac 9 at 2 at oficss 
of Abrahams and Roffey, Old Jewry 

Kent, Rev Frederic William, East sarsham, Norfolk. Dec 17 at ll at 
offices of Kent and Co, Fakenham 

Knight, John, Brighton, Sussex, Cattle Dealer. 
of Nye, North st, Brighton 

Knowles, John, Heckmondwike, York, Auctioneer. Dec 7 at 11 at 
offices of Sykes, Oak st, Heckmondwike 

Leason, John, and Francois Rad, Stafford, Shoe Minufasturers. Dac 
3 at 3 at the Vine Hotel, Stafford. Morgan, Stafford 

Lewis, Edward, Stafford, Shoe Manufacturer. Dac 2 at3 at the Vine 
Hotel, Stafford. Morgan, Stafford 

Leyland, James, Wigan, L hire, lr 
of Scott and Etlis, Arcade, King st, Wigan 

Linfield, John, Frimley, Surrey, Draper. Nov 27 at 4 at 145, Chaap- 
side. Blake, Portsea 

Linscott, John, Rimsgate; Ken‘, Family Grocer. D:c6 at 3 at the 
Guildhall Tavern. Edwards, Ramsgate 

Lloyd, William, Birmingham, Journeyman Siddler. Dac 4 at ll at 
offices of Burton, Union vassage, Birmingham 

Longb Dac Ldaté 


Dec 6 at 12 at the Robin Hood Inn, Newark-upon-Trant. 


D>c 6 at 3 at offices of Lupton, 


D3c 3 at 3 at offises 


ger, Dac 6 at 3 at offices 








Bryer, Thomas, and Tom Turley Green, Cannon. st, out of busi 
Nov 30 at 3at 61, Gracechurch st. Ody, Hare place, Fleet st 
#, James Lambie. Morton rd, Islington, Advertising Agent. Dec 
Gat 3 at 145, Cheapside, Dann and Palmer, New Broad st 
Butterfield, John George, Middlesborough, York, Draper. Dec 7 at 1 
at offices of Crowther and Co, York st, Manchester, Peacock, 
Middlesborough 
Condick, Benjamin, Aldershot, Hants, Market Gardener. Nov 26 at 2 
at offices of Eve, Victoria rd, Aldershot 
Cowles, William, Rockland All Saints, Norfolk, Farmer. Dec 4 at 11.30 
at offices of Culley and Co, Queen st, Norwich. Wilkinson and Slann, 
Attleborough 
Dalton, Joseph, Penrith, Camberland, Slater. Dec6at 2 at offices of 
Richardson, St Andrew’s place, Penrith 
Davies, Stephen, Merthyr Tydfi!, out of business, Dec 4at ll at offices 
of Beddoe, Victoria st, Merthyr Tydfil 
Dooley, Richard, Wharfdale rd, King’s cross, Tailor. Dec6 at 2 at offices 
of Johnson , Seymour place, Marylebone rd 
Drambu1g, Hugo Auguste Emil, Tower Royal, Commission Agent. Dec 
2at | at offices of Barrow, Queen st, Cannon st 
Efford, Thomas, and Henry Harvey, Devonport, Builders. Dec 6 at 12 
at offices of Beer and Rundle, Ker st, Devonport 
Evans, Thomas, Dowlais, Glamorgan, Grocer. Dee 3 at 1) at offices of 
Williams and Co, Exchange, Bristol. James, Merthyr Tydfil 
Evison, Thomas, Old Leake, Lincoln, Farmer, Dec 4 at 11 at offices of 
Dyer, Church lane, Boston 
Fearon, Edward, Whitehaven, Cumberland, Wine Merchant. Dec8 at 
Sat offices of M‘Kelvie, Sandhills lane, Whitehaven 
Fleet, John, and Frederick Isaac Williams, Bradford, York, Stuff Manu- 
orang Dec 3 at 11 at offices of Terry and Robinsou, Market st, 


Fletcher, Samue! Thomas, Thrapston, Northampton, Builder. Dec 6 
ath Angel Hotel, Bridge st, Northampton. Fowler and Co, 
er 
Foreman, Thomas, Duncan place, London fields, Tailor, Dec 8 at 3 at 
offices ot Thwaites, Basinghall st. Parke, Coleman st 
Francis, Henry, Stebondale st, Cubitt town, Poplar, Plumber. Dec 3 at 
2 atottices of Diew, Fore st. Harrison, Godliman st, Doctors’ com- 


mons 
Fraser, Alexander Colvin, Telegraph st, Engineer. Dec 8 at 12 at offices 
of Marsland, St Swithin’s lane 
Goodale, William, New st, Vauxhall,'Beer Retailer. Dec 1 at 3 at offices 
of Ody, Trinity st, Southwark 
James, High st, Wimbledo n, Butcher, Dec6 at 2 at offices of 
) Essex st, Strand 
Goodman, John, Raunds, Northampton, Plamber. Dec 6 at 12 at offices 
of Burnbam and Henry, High st, Wellingborough 
Grey, Thomas, Lymington, Hants, Saddler. Dec 6 at 3 at offices of 
Shutte, Portland st, Southampton 
iden, Alexander, Fleet st, Licensed Victualler. Dec 7at 2 at offices 
of Burton, Serjeants’ ina, Fleet st 
¢, Samuel, Sheffield, Joiner. Deo 3 at 11 at the George and 
Dragon, Bank st, Sheffeld. Turner 
mon, Edward Anthony, Charitonst, Euston rd, Plumber. Nov 3 
at 2 at offices of Lovett, King William st 
Harris, Richard, Moreton place, Pimtico, Builder. Dec 2 at 2 at offices 
of Hutchinson, Vauxhall bridge rd, Pimlico 
» John, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Auctioneer. Dec 2 at 2 at offices of 
Fleming, Gralnger 8t west, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 
in, Mark, ial = d Merchant. Dec 9 at 2 at 
ry ¢ 


Offices of Sydney and Son, ircns 
Samuel, Plymouth, Devon, Gent, Dec 4 at3 at Farley’s 





day, 
Uvion st, Plymouth. Collins, Bodmin 
wiett, Alfred, Greenwich rd, Baker. Dec 10 at 8 at offices of Scard 
and Son, Deptford bridge, Greenwich 
I, Edward, Monknash, nr Bridgend, Glamorgan, Innkeeper. 
Dec 7 at 1) at offices of Morgan, High st, Cardiff 
hall ve, Henry, Canterbury, Confectioner. Dec 14 at 2 at the Guild- 
Tavern, Minter, Foike:tone 
nter, Daniel Murchie, Wandsworth rd, out of business. Dec 8 at 3 
&t offices of Shearman, Little ‘Tower st 
pail John, Spennymoor, Durham, Grocer. Dec 7 at 1 at offices of 
Jj erwood and Co, John st, Sunderiand 
= in, Jacob, Nerth Shields, Northumberland, Outfitter. Dee 8 at 
ites ¢flices of Blair, King st, South Shields 
8cn, James, Newark-vpon-Trent, Nottingham, Furniture Dealer, 





gbottom, Samuel, Halifax, York, Worsted Spianer. 

at ths White Lion Hotel. Halifax. Storey, Halifax 

Luke, Walter Smith, Itchen, Hants, Yacht Builder. Dec’8 at 3 at 
otfices of Robins, Portland st, Southampton ; 

Maples, Thomas Rook, Chapel st, Bedford row. Architect. Dac 3 at 12 
at offices of Langley and Gibbon, Great James st, Bedford row 

Midwinter, Moses, Witney, Oxford, Boot Maker. Dec 4 atil atthe Fox 
Inn, Chipping Norton. Kilby and Co, Caipping Norton 

Miles, Henry Downes, Holly House, Lower Edmonton, Author. Dac & 
at 3 at offices of Pecham and Co, Knight Rider st, Doctors’ commons 

Moore, Charles, Watford, Hertford, Auctioneer. Dec 3 at | at otfices 
of Laundy and Co, King st, Cheapside 

Mordue, Margaret, Newcastle-upoa-Tyne, News Agent. Dec 3 at2 at 
offices of Legge and Denison, Grey st, Newcastle-upoa-Tyne 

Nicholls, Charles Albert, Clevedon, Somerset, Wine Merchant. Dac lé 
at 2 at the Talbot Hotel, Victoria st, Bristol. Chapman 

Norman, Harry Adolphus, Portsea, Hants, Portmantzau Manufacturer. 
Dec 2 at 3 at the S: George’s Hotel, St George’s square, Portsea. 
Feltham, Portsea 

Palmer, James, and Harry Alfred Palmer, Birmingham, Coal Dealers. 
Dec 7 at 10 at offices of Duke, Temple row, Birmingham 

Parker, William Henry, Bristol, Fly Proprietor. Dec 3 at2 at offices 
of Beckingham, Albion chambers, Smali st, Bristol 

Pearce, Walter, Sedgiey, Stafford, Licensed Victualler. Dac6at 3 at 
offices of Stokes, Priory st, Dadley 

Pine, William Henry, Lowestoft, Suffolk, Fishing Boat Owner. Dac 6 
at 12 at offices of Seago, High st, Lowestoft 

Preddy, Samuel Charles, Apsley terrace, Tarnham gr3en, Linen 
Draper. Nov 30 at 3 at 10, Basinghalist. Chapmaa 

Pridham, Edwio, Queen’s rd, Bayswater, Traveliing Jeweller. Dec 1 
3 at offices of Huwell, Cheapside 

Rawlance, James, Brockenhurst, Hants, Shos Maker. Dec6 at 2 at 
offices of Shutte, Portland st, Southampton 

Rogers, William, Melton Mowbray, Leicester, Baker. Dec 8 at 12 at 
offices of Fowler, Grey Friars chambers, Leicester 

Rudd, Thomas, Stafford, Innkeeper. Dec 8 at 12 at offices of Great-Rex, 
Bank chambers, Stafford 

Sheppard, Alfred, Brighton, Sussex, Draper. Dec 8 at 12.15 at offices 
of Smith and Co, Bread st, Cheapside 

Siddons, John Harvey, Sheffield, Grocer, Dec 6 at 2 at offices of Taylor, 
Norfolk row, Sheffield 

Simmonett, Joseph, Stockton-on-Tees, Durham, Coach Builder. Dec 8 
at 11 at offices of Robinson, Chancery lane, Darlington 

Simpson, George Samuel, bridliagton, York, Butcher. Dc 6 at3 at 
Richardson, Bridlington 

Simpson, William, Birmingham, Brass Caster. 
Eaden, Bennetv’s hill, Birminghaw 

Sivori, Angelo, York, Confectioner. Dec 3 at 11 at offizes of Crambie, 
Stonegate, York 

Smith, Henry, Swansea, Glamorgan, Shopman. Nov 30 at 3 at offices 
of Glascodine, Fisherst, Swansea 

Smith, James, Hebburn Quay, Durham, Grocer. Dec 6 at 3 at offices 
of Mabane, Barrington st, Soath Shields 

Smith, Walter, Bridgnorth, Salop, Builder. Dec 6 at 2 at the Golden 
Lion Inn, High st, Bridgnorth. Free, Birmingham 

Strickland, Fredcrick, Cosham, Hants, Houss Decorator. Dec 14 até 
at offices of King, North st, Purtsea 

Thomas, William George, Risca, Monmouth, Innkeeper. Dec 8 at l at 
offices of Vaughan, Dock st, Newport 

Thompeon, Stephen, Hanley, Stafford, Smallware Dealer, Nov 30 at 11 
at the Queen’s Hotel, Hanley. Shires, Leicester 

Turner, Henry Lucas, Newcastie-upon-Tyne, Solicitor, Dec 4 at 3 at 
offices of Harleand Co, Akenside hill, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 

Turner, John, Morpeth, Northumberland, Chemist, Dec 3 at 11 at 
offices of Nicholson, Bridge st, Morpeth ’ 

Warmisham, George, Manchester, Brick Maker. Dec 10 at 11 at offices 
of Chew aad Sons, Swan st, Manchester 

Waters, Jame, Cornsay Colliery, Durhum, Grocer. Dec 6 at 2 at 
offices of Stanford, Collingwood st, N tle-upon-Tyne 

Wellings, Thomas, Sedgley, Stafford, Bricklayer. Dec 4 at 11 at offices 
of Fellows, Mount Pleasant, Bilston —_ 

Wood, John, Hebburn Quay, Duruam, Grocer. Dec 1 at il atoffices of 
Busb, 8t Nicholas buildings, Newcastle-upoa-Tyne 

Wotton, Nicholas Metherell, Newcastic-upon-Tyae, Commission Agent. 
Dec 6 at 2 at offices of Winship, Victoria puildings, Grainger st west, 
Nowcastle-upoo-Tyne 


Dac 8 at 11 at offices of 
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OLLOCK and NICOL’S COUNTY COURT 
PRACTICE; containing all the County Court Acts, the Rules, 
Orders, Forms, and Tables of Fees, Costs, &c., with Cross-References, 
and a copious Index, and an [ntroduction, pointing out the leading 
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&c., Author of ‘‘ Lectures on International Law,’’ “A Systematic 
View of the Science of Jurisprudence,’ * An English Code,” &c., &c. 
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an honest desire to do his work well withont indulging in anything 
like pretence. His table of contents is elaborate and his introduction 
though concise is perspicuous and strictly germane to the subject.”— 
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